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INTRODUCTION 
Getting and keeping an adequate supply of labor is a perplexing problem 
for most farmers today . They find a myriad of difficult problems facing them 
in their search for a " good hired man" . The problem is however not a new 
one . This is evident in a quote from Card (4) who wrote on the subject in 
1909 . 
"A word should be said about the labour problem its elf , 
which is one of the most serious difficulties confronting far-
mers at the present time . The development of manufacturing 
and other business industries has offered employment at wages 
which seemed to be better, even though in the net results to 
the labourer they may not have been better . The factory has 
offered definite hours, with steady employment and regular 
weekly pay. The chance for an independent home has appealed 
to many; the fascination of the city or village has attracted 
others. How to meet the competition induced by these condi-
tions is the problem which faces the farmer . Regular employ-
ment , reasonable hours, and a comfortable , independent home 
will accomplish much . The wages paid must yield an equiva-
lent return to those offered by city industries. To make the 
labourer understand the difference in the ultimate value of 
the dollar in the city and the dollar in the country is the 
hardest problem of all . 
An encouraging indication is the fact that large farming 
enterprises , which demand most labour but which provide the 
above conditions , have the least trouble in securing it, even 
though fanners in the neighborhood are crying for help ." 
Much of what he discussed in 1909 is stil l evident today. Competition 
from industry for labor and getting the hired laborer to realize the true 
value of his income are very much in evidence . But these are not the only 
pr oblems which face the farmer . 
The lack of skilled men who can perform the jobs required of them is 
often an even greater problem. The consolidation and increased mechaniza-
tion of United States farms supposedly has developed an excess supply of 
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laborers . In 1967 there were about 3. 2 million farms in the United States, 
a reduction of more than 20% from 1959. Associated with this has been a 47% 
reduction in the annual average number of .farm workt?rs in the United States 
from 9 . 9 million in 1959 to 5.2 million in 1966 resulting in an apparent 
excess supply of workers in the agricultural labor market . A look at the 
makeup of these workers and especially the hired workers would indicate that 
many of them are individuals who have shifted in and out of the agricultural 
labor market many times, often being shunted by both agriculture and indus-
try because of a lack of job skills or education . Perkins and Hathaway (7) 
have shown that there is much shuLtling of labor between farm and nonfa1-m 
sectors ; in fact much more than anyone had realized , but that the net out-
movement is thwarted by general unemployment and by a lack of marketablt! 
skills . Often even though labor is available the work to b~ performed on 
the farm requires skills which the laborers do not possess . Also for many 
farmers a problem with hiring a full time laborer is in get ting a large 
enough return on their investment in him . For these fa rmers the solution 
to their problem is in r eallocation of resources or adjustment in size of 
their operation to accommodate what labor they have available . 
~1any of the larger commerciaJ farms do find it profi t able to offer 
l1ired laborers the wages and benefits required to keep them in their employ . 
Robbins (8) cs Lima tcd that a hired man must be able to generate at le~s t 
$4500 return to labor and management to justify his need . llis anaJysis of 
the records of Indiana farm record cooperators for 1964 indicated that on 
the average for all farms a gross income of at least $26 ,900 was r equired 
to generate• the necessary $4500 return . This gross figure however , varied 
wide l y depending on type of farm , efficiency of operation, etc . 
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Perhaps the crux of the fann labor problem can be summed up with the 
following quotes from two different authors . Heady and Tweeten (6) stated 
it in the following way: 
"Need exists to extend the public investment in education 
and employment services for the hired labor force , to allow it 
to be better skilled and to allow more flexibility and oppor-
tunity to take advantage of favorable non- farm employment 
opportunities . . . . an increase in the supply price of hired 
labor would lower the demand quantity for it . But in so doing, 
the marginal productivity of hired labor should increase and 
its return in agriculture should be brought much closer to the 
non- farm level of real wage return. 11 
Bishop (2) also comes to this conclusion in his analysis of the problem . 
"The problem which should be given highest priority has 
two fundamental parts , that is, the slack in aggregate demand 
for labor since 1957, and the low level of marketable skills 
of the farm labor force generally . The first part of t.he 
problem is at this junct ure fnirly close to being resolved, 
at least until the rate of unemployment begins to rise once 
again . The second part is acutely upon us as the unresolved 
problem t hat mat ters most . 11 
At this point it may be of relevance to raise the question of the need 
for concern for the agricultural labor sector . With the ever decreasing 
numbers of people needed in agriculture could it be that in a few years the 
need for hired agricultural laborers would be so small as to be almost 
negligible? This would not appear to be true at least for Iowa . A look at 
Table 1 shows that even though agricultural employment has been declining 
the hired labor portion has been decreasing relatively less than family 
labor i n Iowa . From the 57-61 average to the 61-65 average , the decrease 
in the United States was relatively equal fo r both types of labor but in 
Iowa this was not the case . Though family labor decreased 6.7% , hired 
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Table 1. Five year annual average farm employment for U. S. and Iowa by 
type and total 195 7-1965a (thousands of persons) 
1957-61 1958-62 1959-63 1960-64 1961- 65 
U. S. Ia . U. S . Ia . U. S . Ia . U. S . Ia. U. S . la . 
To t al 7284 292 7104 291 6907 289 6662 283 6372 275 
Family 5353 254 5197 252 5040 250 4862 245 4655 237 
II ired 1931 38 1907 39 1867 39 1800 38 1717 38 
a Source (11) . 
labor remained constant over the entire period and indeed even r ose for a 
time . This would seem to indicate the relative increase in ils importance 
as a sour ce of labor for farmers in Iowa where 25% of the work force is made 
up of agr icul tural laborers . 
Even though the causes and cures of the agricultural labor problem seem 
to have been fairly well de fined , the body of kno\dedge regarding t he spe-
cifics of farm labor such as jobs pe r formed , labor relations , characte r -
istics of laborers , etc . seem to be very small. To quote a r ecenL gove rn-
men t publication (10) : 
" The lack. of adequate data on farm labor requires a bench -
mark study Lhat will furnish basic information by States and 
major production regions . Through a field survey , information 
should be obtained on structural changes in agriculture tha l 
affect employment ; characteristics of farms and levels of 
mechanization ; use of labor , by types and seasonal demand , 
including custom and contract wor k to be done and skills re-
qui red ; rates of pay and non-money compensation ; and ~eneral 
labor problems as viewed by producer s . This study should 
encompass information from workers or potential farmworkers 
on their education, skills , earnings , views on farm employ-
ment , and o t her pertinent matte r s ." 
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A number of researchers have done research of this type, most of them 
dealing with the area of labor relations among farmers and their hired men . 
We may do well to examine some of their results . 
Brown (3) analyzed the problem of acquiring laborers and especially 
full- time laborers from the aspect of competition with industry for labor 
and labor r e lations on the farm with the objective of developing a payment 
sys tem able t o compete witli that offered by industry . He listed five a r eas 
in whicl1 farm and non-farm employees compete: (1) Lhc cash wage package , 
(2) fringe benefi.ts , (3) tl1e wage and benefit ag reemenL , ( 4) working con<li-
tions , and (5) employer-employee relations . In \.!xamining these 5 areas in 
more detail he develops the following analysis . In regard to the cash wage 
package the non-farm employers seem to have the edge in that they generally 
pay laborers by the hour for a specified number of hours while farmers 
generally pay by Lhe month with the hours determined arbitrarily by the 
farmer . Fringe benefits must be evaluated by the farmer on a cost and 
benefit basis . For many employees the value of a fringe benefit may be less 
to them tlian the value placed on it by the farmer and they would much rather 
have an increased size of pay check than the benefit. The wage and benefit 
agreement in industry is usually a very detailed writlen agreemenL, while 
that between the farmer and his employee is Ct:!nerally a loose verbal agree-
ment. As a r esult, non-farm employers can compete more effectively for the 
laborer because he knows what he can expect and what ls expected of him . 
This leads Brown Lo suggest that the fanncr must develop a written agreement 
that is specific in all areas of interest to both parties to assure complete 
understanding by both parties involved of the requirements of the job , and 
t he pay to be r eceived . 
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The one area of the 5 in which farmers might have an advantage , 
according to Brown , is i n the area of working conditions . He feels that 
working conditions on farms are generally better than in industry and the 
problem lies in farmers not doing a good enough job of selling them . 
The final area that Brown discussed was that of employer- employee 
relations . This is one of the most critical areas for the farmer in the 
fut ure . He stated t hat in the future unless the farmer has the ability to 
handle people and the art of getting along with them he will not be able to 
compete . 
Robbins (8), in a study designed to examine the use of incentive pro-
grams in providing a means of compensating hired laborers, interviewed 173 
farm operators in Indiana . The farmers were selected from names obtained 
f rom County Extension Directors of farmers that they knew were hiring f ull-
time men . When presented a list of 7 different items which might be of 
value to consider when trying to keep a man , the farmers listed their 
p r eferences as follows : (1) good labor relations, (2) good wages , (3) ade-
quate housing , (4) good buildings and equipment , (5) vacation , (6) incen-
tive plans , and (7) bonuses . The number of respondents who chose good 
labor r elations as most important was only slightly more than those who 
chose good wages as being most important but these two items were far ahead 
of any others on the list . 
Given and Hundley (S) found the following to be true in their survey of 
dairy farmers in Michigan in which they conducted in depth , interviews with 
the farmers and their hired men . 
(1) The farmers did not pay a wage comparable with industry . 
(2) Nost had no set policy for days off . 
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(3) Nost fa rmers gave no extra pay for overtime. 
(4) Most of the men hired on these farms were semi-unemployable 
workers . 
(5) Nos t of the hired men were alienated from the conununity . 
(6) Ma ny of the £armer s expected their hired-men to take the same 
interest in the business that they had. 
(7) Most of the farmers did not train their men . 
The above conditions were found to exist on the farms. The study also indi-
cated that all of these farmers had difficulty in geLting and keeping their 
hired laborers . 
In contrast to this, several other authors have found that conditions 
j ust opposite of those listed above were necessary in order for farmers to 
compete for labor . In interviews with farmer s known to be good managers 
and successful at hiring labor , Adams~~· (1) and Stock and Saupe (9) 
found that good labor relations which include such items as ove rtime pay , 
set working conditions , concern for the emp loyee and proper training were 
necessary requirements to keep hired laborers satisfied . 
The studies discussed , though of importance in examining the problem of 
acquiring hi r ed help , deal only with one area of the problem, employer-
employee relations. There also are other areas of concern to the farmer and 
to the hired man which have not been considered in detai l. These are items 
such as skills of workers, jobs to be performed , or in general, changes in 
the uses of labor in agrjculture. There have been some studies conducted by 
the United States government which treat the s ubj ect on a national or 
regional scal e but t hese are not applicable to a state or local region . 
They cannot be used as guidelines fo r setting up training pr ograms for 
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potential farm workers or [or determining [uturc needs fo r labor on a sta t e 
or local basis because th e make-up of farm labor varies gr eatly over th .: 
country . One a rea may need a large amount of seasonal labor such as in the 
ha rves ting of fruit s and vegetables and another may need year r ound l abore r s 
that can handle complex machinery used on large grain or livestock f arms . 
This s tudy is an attempt to look at some of the characteristics of 
farms , farme r s , and hired labor e r s in Iowa to provide a basis for decisions 
about l abor needs on Iowa fa rms . 
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OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 
Objectives 
This study developed out of discussions among several members of the 
Agricultur al Economics faculty at Iowa State University at which time they 
noted that very little was known about the farm labor situation on Iowa 
farms . More specifically, it was felt that there was a need for infonna-
tion about the characteristics of hired laborers , their skill levels, job 
content, and the types of farms and farmers employing t hem . Out of these 
discussions and also because of their interest in this area , the Industrial 
Relations Center at Iowa Stat e University agreed to fund such a project 
under a manpower institutional grant given by the United States Department 
of Labor . 
The objectives of the study were developed along with the methodology 
in an attempt to ex amine t he total labor available t o Iowa farms with 
emphasis upon full-time-hired laborers. The following are the 8 objectives 
which we r e developed: 
(1) To determine the characteristics associated with t he hiring of 
full and part time men on Iowa Farms with emphasis on the following a reas : 
(a) the size , type and location of the farm and (b) t he na ture of the labor 
s upplied by the family. 
(2) To dete rmine the nature of the wage agreement including prerequi-
sites , fringe benefits, bonuses , salary advancement, e t c . 
(3) To determine the skills used by farm laborers in performing their 
work with regard to crop and livestock enterprises . 
( 4) To estimate the stability of the demand for farm labor as wage 
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rate:; change . 
(5) To determine the common sources farmers use to obtain farm labor. 
(6) To gain insight into the aspirations of farm workers , how they 
view their present position, their f uture plans , etc . 
(7) To determine the qualities which fanners would like t o see most in 
a hire d man. 
(8) To estimate the future needs for farm employees in Iowa and the 
types of training they might require . 
Methodology 
The study was carried out in Lhree phases, a mail questionnaire, per-
sonal interviews , and farm record analysis . The mail survey was designed 
to cove r the following areas: 
(1) The farm bus iness organization as it relates to the hiring of 
labor . 
(2) The relation of family labor to hired labor . 
(3) Wage agreements and levels as they affec t the level of employment . 
(4) Characteristics sought in hired labor . 
(5) Skill levels possessed by hired farm laborers . 
The questionnai r e was sent to the more than 2700 member s of the Iowa 
Farm Business Association (IFBA) . This group was selected because of their 
active inter es t i n fa r ming and thus would be more likely to respond to Lhe 
questionnaire . Also they represented commercial farms. In addition to the 
s urvey information , farm r ecor d data were available on these same farms 
which r elated t o farm labor and thus extended the mail s urvey information . 
Lastly , it was felt that by surveying this group, we would be obtaining 
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information from the more progressive farmers in Iowa that might indicate 
future trends for labor use on Iowa farms . 
The second phase of the study involved personal interviews conducted 
with farmers and their full -time men in 6 selected Iowa counties . These 
interviews were conducted to determine employer-employee relations , worke r 
aspiration and other detail which could not be obtained through the mail 
survey . 
The farm record analysis phase of the study considered data from the 
recor ds of the IFBA as they related to farm labor . These 2700 farm rec ords 
included those farmers returning the mail questionnaire and thus gave 
grea t e r introspection into Iowa ' s farm labor force. 
Finally , data gathered from the three separa t e phases of the study were 
summarized and conclusions drawn . 
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SURVEY OP LAllOR ON FAlU-1S 
A questionnaire was developed and sent to the members of the IFBA of 
which there are more than 2700 members . The members were surveyed to exam-
ine several aspects of their farms as they related to the labor hired or 
not hired by them . The operator was questioned about all types of labor 
available to him on his farm including both family and hired labor. A copy 
of Lhe questionnaire and the accompaning letter can be seen in Appendix A. 
Even though the sample was not random , the IF13A members are located in all 
parts of the state and include all types of farms . 
The questionnaire , which was kept short in order to insure a larger 
response , was divided into seven sections as follows : 
I. Farm business organization 
II . Family farm labor 
III . Sources of hired labor 
IV . Farm wage rates 
V. Characteristics sought in hired labor 
VI . Hired labor information 
VII . Com.men ts 
The farm business organization was not obtained in detail since addi-
tional data were available from the IFllJ\ records . These data made it possi-
ble to associate labor characterlsLics with farm size, type of operation , 
etc . 
A table was developed to determine family labor use in relation to 
the days and seasons family members worked and wages paid them . From 
information obtained in this portion of the questionnaire , a determination 
IJ 
could bl! maJe of u.ny rel at i onship which might exi:-;L between the amount: nf 
family lal>or ut ilized anJ Lne amount of Llbor !tired . 
The major portion of the queslionnaire dealt with the hi r ed labor 
utilized by the respondents . The information gathered pertained Lo all 
aspects of Lite empl oyees including Lhc <lnys they wor ked , salary anJ fringe 
l>enefits r eceived , and skill anJ compc lt!nc0 levels of thl?m . 
Las Lly U10 r cspon dl:!nl s were nskcd Lo commenl on any of t heir answers 
whil:11 they felt migh t nl:!\:!J cla ri fication . 
J\ ll responses were to be given fo r Lill' £~urning activi t ies and labor 
hiri ngs on the farm for the calcnJar year 1967. This would enablc.c co-
ordinating the data collected with other sources of information used for 
which more recenl data were not availaulc . For Li1Pse purposes, n full-Lime 
l abo rer was defined as on e who work!:!d con tinuously for a full season or 
approximately three months . The respondents were asked not to include 
exchange labor or any one whom they had employeJ for less than 10 days i.n 
1967 . 
Supplementary t o Lht:' data obtai1wd on the questionn;iire , it was also 
possible through the cooperation of the lfBA to obtain information about the 
type of farm from which the r esponses crnne . This infor mation was not 
available for all r espondents due Lo identification problems . Of the 861 
usnble questionnai.res returned and coded , it was possible t o obtain farm 
type information on 655 . These 861 reprcscnLed a return oE more than 35 
percent . 
The <lata obtained from th e questionnaire was analyzed for several 
diff..?rent groupings . The forms were sort 0d inlo those thal liircJ labor ;rn<l 
those that Jid nuL , and within L11e s~ b ro .1d~ r classifications , it was also 
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il l Li 1111 . .:!S usL:[ul Lo l nok ;1L Li iv 1.1.1L;1 lllr dlr fv rc ·nl f;1rm t yre s , f;ir111 s jzl·s , 
a nc.1 L·conomi c areas . 
The fa rm types developed for the IF'BA and used in this s tudy a re as 
follows : 
(1) Gr ain fa rms : Feed fed t o lives t ock is l ess than 50 percent 0£ the 
value of a l l crops raised . 
(2) Specialized beef feeding farms : Feed fed t o livestock i s larger 
than t he value of all c r ops r a i sed . Beef i ncr ease is 70 percent or more of 
the total livestock increase . 
(3) Specialized hog fa rms : recd feel t o livestock is larger than t he 
value of all c r ops raised . hog increase is 70 percen l or more of the t o t a l 
livestock inc r ease . 
(4) Specialized dairy farms : Feed fed t o livestock i s SO pe r cent or 
more of the value of a lJ crops r aised . At least 18 dairy cows , SO percen t 
of the total livestock increase must come from dairy product sales . No 
catt l e feeding . 
(5) Hog-beef farms : Feed fed t o livestock i s 75 per cent or mor e of 
the value of all crops raised . Hog+ beef increase equa l s 70 percent of 
the tot al lives t ock increase . Nei the r hogs nor beef less than 2S percent 
of the total livestock in creas e . 
( 6) Hog- dairy fanns : Feed fed to livestock is a t least 7S percent or 
mo re of the value of all crops rc1iscd . Hog increase + dairy sales is a 
major en t erprise . At least 12 dairy cows and 20 litters of hogs . 
(7) Gene r al f a rms : Feed fed to lives t ock is 50 t o 100 pe rcent of the 
tot a l value of all crops raised . At least 20 percent of the lives tock 
incr ease i s f r om each of at l eas t t hree sources . 
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(8) Beef raising farms ~ Feed fed to livestock is 50 percent or more 
of the value of all cr ops raised. Beef increase is 50 percent or more of 
the total livestock increase . Twenty or more beef cows . No large cattle 
purchases . 
(9) Other : Includes turkey, poultry, and speciality farms plus those 
which could not be typed according to any of the above classifications . 
The accompanying map (Figure 1) indicates t he location of the eight 
economic areas of the state used in the analysis and the counties that were 
located within each . 
The data were not analyzed from all of these aspects for all items 
considered because it was sometimes not relevant or not applicable. For 
instance , there would be little or no value in looking at how the sources of 
labor varied for farms of different sizes . However , there may be some value 
in looking at the variation in sources for farms of different types or for 
farms hiring labor and those not hiring labor . 
Characteristics of Farms 
The majority of the farms, 663, were single proprietorships . One-
hundred-sixty-four were partnerships and the balance were either corpora-
t ions or combina t ions of the above . There were no differences bet~.Jeen farms 
hiring labor and farms not hiring labor in relation to the type of business 
organization of the farm . 
Tables 2 and 3 indicate how the farms were distributed among economic 
areas and also among different sizes in acres. For hiring and non-hiring 
farms there was no difference among economic areas as to the percent of the 
farms hiring some labor. However , there was a difference in the percent of 
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Tab l e 2. Number of farms hiring labor and number not hiring l abor by 
economic area 
Economic a Hiring farms Non-hiring farms Total f a rms area 
N.W. IJ 78 57 135 
% 57 . 8 42 . 2 100.0 
s .w. II 61 47 108 
i~ 56 . 5 43.5 100 .0 
N. C. If 34 23 57 
% 59.6 40.4 100.0 
c. II 111 87 198 
% 56.1 43 . 9 100 . 0 
s . c. fl 27 27 54 
% 50 . 0 50 . 0 100 . 0 
N. E. II 71 35 106 
% 67 .o 33 . 0 100.0 
E. C. II 54 36 90 
% 60 . 0 40.0 100 . 0 
S . E. II 53 46 99 
% 53 . 5 46 . 5 100 . 0 
To t al ti 489 358 847 
% 57.7 42 . 3 100 . 0 
aSee Fi gure 1 for location of economic areas . 
farms hiring labor among farms of different s ize in acres . A higher per-
centage of the larger farnIB were hiring labor as might be expec t ed . The 
total numbe r of respondents here was less than 861 due to some not i ndi-
eating a size in acres on the ir ques tionnaire . Of the 489 farms that said 
they hired labor in 1967 , 195 hired on l y part-time labor e r s , 193 hired only 
f ull-time laborers and 71 hired both part- and f ull-time labore r s on their 
farms. 
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Table 3 . Number of farms hiring l abor and number no t hi ring labor by size 
in acres 
Size in ac r es Hiring fanns Non-hiring farms Total farms 
l - 199 fl 15 36 51 
% 29 . 4 70.6 100 . 0 
200-399 It 153 204 35 7 
% 42 . 9 57. l 100 . 0 
400- 599 fl 161 85 246 
7. 65 . 4 34 . 6 100 . 0 
600-799 fl 93 29 122 
% 76 . 2 23 . 8 100 . 0 
800- 999 ii 34 10 44 
% 77 . 3 22 . 7 100 . 0 
1000 + ti 30 4 34 
7. 88 . 2 11. 8 100 . 0 
Total fl 486 368 855 
% 56 .8 43 . 2 100 . 0 
Table 4 shows the distribution of farms hiring and not hiring l abor 
among farm types . The percentage of farms in each f arm type that hi r ed 
labor i n 1967 varied greatly be tween farm types with a low of 27 . 3 percen t 
fo r dairy fa rms t o a high of 66 . 7 percent for beef rais ing fa r ms . Howeve r, 
the small number of farms of these two types may make these res ults some-
what misleading . The table does indicate , however , that some farm types 
might be more likely t o hire labore rs t l1nn o the r s . 
Contributions of Family Labo rers 
The use of family and ope r a t or labor was examined from the s t :mcJpoin t 
of t he number of days worked , t he seasons wor ked , and t ot al wages paid . 
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Table 4. Number of farms hiring labor and number no t hiri ng labor by farm 
type 
Farm type a Hiring farms Non-hiring farms Total farms 
Grain farms II 41 46 87 
% 47 . 1 52 . 9 100 . 0 
Specialized II 26 15 41 
beef feeding % 63 . 4 36 . 6 100 . 0 
Specialized fl 32 24 56 
hog % 57 . 1 42 . 9 100 . 0 
Specialized II 3 8 11 
dairy I. 27 . 3 72 . 7 100 . 0 
Hog-beef II 173 104 277 
% 62 . 5 37 . 5 100 . 0 
Hog- dairy fl 27 14 41 
% 65 . 9 34.1 100.0 
General II 15 16 31 
7. 48 . 3 51. 7 100 . 0 
Beef raising II 2 1 3 
% 66 . 7 33.3 100 . 0 
Other II 58 50 108 
% 53 . 7 46 . 3 100 . 0 
Total II 377 278 655 
% 5 7. 6 42 . 4 100 . 0 
aFor detailed description of farm types , see page 14 . 
Of those children ove r 18 who worked on t lle farm in 1967 , only those 
in college or t rade school were considered as family labor ers . All chil-
dr en over 18 , at home and not in school, were considered as hired laborer s 
if an employer-employee relationship exis t ed. It is possible in a few 
instances for a person over 18 and not in school tu be classified as a 
20 
family worker if a true employer- employee relationship did not exist . The 
most common example here would be the father of an operator wh o , though 
retired , may have worked on the farm but withoul pay or at a reduced wage . 
No family members who worked less than 10 days on the farm in 1967 were to 
b.; considered . \Vives and daughters were to be recorded only for work done 
on the farm other than household duties . In other wo r ds, work normally 
performed in r unning a home , s uch as the preparation of meals, washing 
clothes , etc., should not be counted as work done on the farm . 
There was no difference between hiring and non-hiring farms when com-
paring the seasons that various family members worked . Comparing Tables 5 
and 6 , it can be seen that from the 260 hiring and 349 non-hiring farms who 
completed this portion of the questionnaire (some farms had more than one 
operator), operalors worked the year round, wives worked mostly during the 
spring and fall and sons and daughters worked mostly during the summer 
months . 
Table 5 . Seasons worked by family members on farms not hiring labor 
Family members 
Operators Wives Sons Daughters Other 
Seasons II % fl % II % II % II % 
Spring 285 99. 7 78 94 . 0 144 43.5 14 36.8 12 92 . 3 
Summer 284 99 . 3 54 65.1 224 67 . 7 38 100.0 8 61.5 
Fall 283 99.0 75 90. 4 l35 40.8 11 39 . 0 10 76 . 9 
Winter 272 95.1 32 J8 . 6 105 31. 7 4 10 . S 2 15 . 4 
Total 286 83 331 38 13 
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Table 6 . Seasons worked by family members on farms hiring labor 
Family members 
Oper ators Wives Sons Daughters Other 
Seasons II % II % II % II % II % 
Spring 371 98.1 61 84 . 7 111 56 . 6 8 26 . 7 16 72. 7 
Sunnner 371 98.1 48 66 . 7 195 98 . 5 30 100 . 0 22 100.0 
Fall 372 99 . 2 61 84 . 7 112 56 . 6 6 20 . 0 16 72. 7 
Winter 358 95 . 5 33 45.8 75 37 . 9 6 20 . 0 11 50.0 
Total 375 72 198 30 22 
There were actually very few wives who worke d on the farm . Only about 
one-sixth of the respondents indicated that their wives had worked on the 
farm . In Tables 7 and 8 , we can see that , of those that worked , the great-
est share worked less than 60 days. Also there were very few who did farm 
work . 
The sons of operat ors were, of course , an impor tant source of labor to 
the farm. Even though most sons worked less than 60 days, there were still 
many who worked 120 days or more on both hiring and non-hiring farms . 
Though not shown , indications were that the total wages paid to chil-
dren (Tab l e 9) appear to be correlated with the total days worked. The 
majority of t he children were paid wages of $750 or less with a nearly even 
distribution between 0 and $750 as days worked increased from 0 to 60 . 
Employee Background and Job Performance 
This section will look at the background, days and seasons worked , and 
skills of employees who worked 10 or more days on a farm in 1967 . 
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Table 7 . Days worked by family members on fanns not hiring labor 
Famil)'.: members 
Number Operators Wives Sons Daughters Other 
of days II % II % II % II % II % 
59 or less 0 0 . 0 35 46 . 7 65 36.9 18 69.2 7 58 . 3 
60- 89 2 0 . 9 11 14.7 28 15 . 9 1 3.9 4 33 . 3 
90- 119 3 1. 4 6 8 . 0 39 22.2 5 19 . 2 0 0 . 0 
120- 149 0 0 . 0 2 2 . 7 12 6 . 8 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
150- 179 0 0 . 0 4 5.3 3 1. 7 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
180- 209 3 1. 4 3 4 . 0 5 2.8 1 3 . 9 0 0.0 
210- 239 3 1.4 0 0 . 0 1 0 . 6 0 0 . 0 1 8 . 3 
240- 269 2 0 . 9 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 o.o 
270-299 7 3.3 0 o.o 1 0 . 6 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
300 + 190 90 . 5 14 18. 7 22 12 . 5 l 3. 9 0 0 . 0 
Total 210 100.0 75 100 . 0 176 100 . 0 26 100 . 0 12 100 . 0 
Full- time is again defined as continuous employment for a t least one season 
(approximately three mont hs) . 
This portion of the questionnaire was completed for 332 f ull-time 
employees and 394 par t-time employees . The tables were compl eted fo r those 
responding to a question . Also , only those responses from farms for which 
the type of the farm could be determined were used when the data were 
analyzed by farm type, hence the sums do not equal the total sample size at 
all times . 
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Table 8 . Days worked by family members on farms hiring labor 
Famil:z: members 
Number Operators Wives Sons Daughters Other 
of days If % II % II % II % II % 
59 or l ess 2 0 . 6 31 50 . 8 65 38 . 9 16 66 .7 5 55 . 5 
60- 89 2 0 . 6 5 8 . 2 26 15 . 6 3 12 . 5 0 0.0 
90-119 5 1. 6 7 11.5 42 25 . 1 3 12 . 5 3 33 . 3 
120-149 1 0 . 3 3 4 . 9 14 8 . 4 0 0 . 0 0 0.0 
150-179 2 0 . 6 0 0 . 0 6 3 . 6 2 8. 3 0 0 . 0 
180- 209 4 1. 3 5 8 . 2 3 1.8 0 0 .0 0 0 . 0 
210-239 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 .0 0 0 . 0 
240- 269 10 3 . 2 1 1.6 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
270-299 10 3 . 2 0 0 . 0 3 1. 8 0 0 . 0 0 0.0 
300 + 278 88 . 5 9 14 . 8 8 4 . 8 0 0 . 0 1 11. l 
Total 314 100 . 0 61 100 . 0 167 100 . 0 24 100 . 0 9 100. 0 
Char acteristics of employees 
Part-time l abor e r s were almost exclusively the very young or the very 
old . Those under 20 or over 60 years of age accounted for 59 percent of 
the part-time laborers . Thirty-six per cent were under 20 and 23 percent 
wer e 60 or above . This would seem to indicate that the most available 
source f or part-time labor is high school students on vacation or semi-
retired individuals. Full-time employees on the other hand were almos t 
exclusively between the ages of 20 and 59 with the l arges t percentage , 56% , 
between the ages of 20 and 39 . The majority of the f ull-time men wer e also 
married. 
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Table 9 . Total wages paid to the children of operators 
Annual total Sons Daughters 
wages paid II % II Of lo 
$149 or less 54 19 . 1 20 34 . 5 
$150-$299 37 13 . l lO 17 . 2 
$300- $449 54 19 . l 9 15 . 5 
$450- $599 44 15 . 5 10 17 . 2 
$600- $749 55 19 . 4 7 12 . 1 
$750- $899 11 3 . 9 0 0 . 0 
$900- $1049 19 6 . 7 2 3.5 
$1050- $1199 0 0 . 0 0 a . o 
$1200 + 9 3 . 2 0 a . a 
Total 283 100 . 0 58 1oa . o 
Days and seasons worked E1_ employees 
Because of the definition use<l for full-time and par t - time labor , it 
was possib l e fo r a man to have worked as many as 200 days and still be 
c l assifi ed a part - t ime labor er because he worked a number of different times 
t hroughou t t l1e year but for on ly a few days each time . Likewise , it was 
poss ible fo r a man to have wor ked as few as 60 or 9a days and still be 
c l ass ifie d a s f ul l - t ime because he had wor ked those days continuously . 
These s itua tions did occur in a few cases as Table la indicates . Nonethe-
l ess , it is evident t hat most part- time laborers worked less th.:m I2a days 
and most f ul l - t ime employees wo r ked 240 days or mo r e . 
For t he most par t , pa r t - t ime employees wor ked during tlte spring , 
25 
Table 10 . Days worked by part-time and full- time employees 
Part - time Full- t ime 
Days worked II % ti % 
59 or less 218 58 . 6 4 1.4 
60- 89 42 11. 3 5 l. 8 
90- 119 55 14. 8 23 8 .2 
120- 149 19 5 . 1 8 2 . 9 
150- 179 14 3 . 8 5 l. 8 
180-209 lJ 3 . 5 16 5 . 7 
210- 239 l 0 . 3 1 0 . 4 
240- 269 4 1.1 14 5.0 
270- 299 1 0 . 3 23 8 . 2 
JOO + 5 1. 3 180 64 . 5 
Total 372 100 . 0 279 100.0 
s ummer , and fall on farms of all types with some slight diffe rences among 
different farm types as Table 11 would indicate. The number of par t-t ime 
laborers working during the winter was unders tandably l ower . Full - time 
employees , for the mos t part , worked all seasons of the year. 
Skill and competence levels .£!... employees 
The employers were asked t o rate each of the men they employed by 
t heir skill and competence level. They were given the choice of 4 skill 
levels in each of two main areas of work , cropping activities and lives t ock 
activities. The four skill levels were : unskilled , semi- skilled , skilled 
Table 11. Seasons worked by part-time laborers by £arm type 
Farm 
Grain Specialized Specialized Specialized 
farms beef feeding hog dairy 
Season II % II % II % II % 
Spring 31 86 . 1 26 65 . 0 10 35 . 7 65 86 . 6 
Summer 33 91. 7 28 70 . 0 19 67.8 48 64 . 0 
Fall 31 86.1 26 65 . 0 18 64 . 3 62 82 . 6 
\.linter 4 38 . 9 5 12 . 5 2 7. 1 16 21. 3 
Total 
workers 36 40 28 75 
aFo r detailed description of farm types, see page 24 . 
27 
a t e 
Hog- Hog- Beef 
beef dairy General raising Ot her Total 
ff % ti % II % II % fJ % II % 
8 66 . 7 5 62 . 5 41 89.1 23 74 . 2 31 100 . 0 210 78 . 4 
7 58.3 5 62 . 5 38 82 . 6 23 74 . 2 20 64 . 5 220 71. 9 
8 66 . 7 4 0 . 5 31 67 . 4 21 67 . 7 22 71. 0 222 72.5 
1 8 . 3 1 12 . 5 14 30 . 4 10 32 . 3 8 25 . 8 70 22 . 9 
12 8 46 31 31 306 
28 
and supervisory . An unskilled man was defined as one who did tasks 
requiring little or no training such as scooping grain or loading bales . 
A semi-skilled man was one who performed intermediate tasks on the farm 
requiring some ability to handle equipment but not needing an exacting 
knowledge . Examples here would be plowing, disking or operating mechanical 
feeding equipment. A skilled man was defined as one who performed tasks 
which, because of their imporLance to the farm or their complexity, were 
generally thought to be performed only by the operator . These were such 
things as the planting of row crops or the operation of a large grain com-
bine . Men with a supervisory skill level were defined as those employees 
who were allowed to make some management decisions on the farm . 
The employers also rated their employees by five compc tence levels as 
follows , beginning with the highest competence level: 
(1) Given freedom to determint! jobs needed Lo be done and allowed to 
carry out these decisions. 
(2) Assigned several jobs and left t o do them . 
(3) Assigned one task and when completed waits for another . 
(4) Works near or with the operator at all times. 
(5) Given menial tasks requiring no supervision . 
It can be seen in Table 12 that the majority of the full-time men were 
rated as semi-skilled for both crop and lives tock skills \vi tit a significant 
portion being rated as skilled in Lile area of c r ops . Only a small percent-
age , 4 . 7 % and 12 . 3%, were rated as being on the supervisory level . 
For the part-time laborers listed in Table 12, the skill indicated for 
the major ity of workers under crops was semi-skilled. However, for live-
stock. , somewhat less than the majority , but nonetheless a significant 
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Table 12 . Crop and livestock skills of part-time and f ull- time employees 
Full-time Part- time Total 
II % II % It % 
Cr op skillsa 
Unskilled 17 5 . 3 55 14 . 3 72 10.2 
Semi-skilled 154 48 . 3 241 62 . 8 395 56 . 2 
Skilled 133 41. 7 76 19 . 8 209 29 .7 
Supervisor y 15 4 . 7 12 3 . 1 27 3 . 8 
Total 319 100.0 384 100 . 0 703 99 . 9 
Livestock skills a 
Unskilled 68 21. 9 128 47 . 9 196 31.0 
Semi-skilled 161 51. 9 104 38 . 9 265 45 . 9 
Skilled 43 13.9 17 6 . 4 60 10 . 4 
Supervisory 38 12.3 18 6 . 7 56 9 . 7 
Total 310 100 . 0 267 100 . 0 577 100 . 0 
aFor detailed description of skill levels see page 28. 
por tion of the workers were r anked as being unskilled . This may be due to 
the fac t tha t in Iowa mos t part-time workers are hired for field work rather 
than livestock work . 
The maj ority of both full- and part-time employees were given a com-
petence level commensurate with that of being assigned several jobs at a 
time . Also , from Table 13 , i t can be seen that 20 . 7 and 15 . 2 percent of 
the f uJl- and part-lime wo rkers respectively were allowed Lo determine their 
own jobs . 
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Table 13. Competence levels of full-time and part-time employees 
Full- time Part-time Total 
Compet ence level 
a II % II % II % 
1 66 20 . 7 56 15 . 2 122 17 . 8 
2 195 61.1 191 51. 9 386 56 . 2 
3 50 15. 7 76 20 . 7 126 18 .4 
4 7 2 . 2 41 11. 4 48 7.0 
5 1 O. J 4 10 . 9 5 0 . 8 
Total 319 100 . 0 368 100 . 0 687 100 . 0 
aFor a listing of competence levels see page 28 . 
The age of the employee or the number of years he had worked for an 
employer were not found to be related to the competence or the skill levels 
of the workers. 
Cash Wages Paid to Employees 
This section examines the cash wages paid to pa r t- and full - time 
employees . The cash wage did not include any fringe benefits or bonuses . 
Cash wages paid to part-time employees varied to some extent over both 
economic area and farm type as Tables 14 and 15 indicate . Over different 
economi c areas the largest percentage of the respondents were paying a wage 
of $1. 50- $1. 74 except in Southwes t Centr al and Northeast Iowa where there 
appear ed to be a tendency to pay a lower wage of $1 . 25-$1 . 49 an hour . There 
was mor e variation among different farm t ypes . A very large pt?rcenl , 75 , 
of the g rain farmers sai d they were paying $1. SO o r more for labor . Though 
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table 15 . Hourly cash wage paid part-Llme employees by farm type 
Farm 
Specialized 
beef Specialized Specialized 
Hourly Grain feeding hog dairy 
wage fl % II % II 7. II % 
$ . 99 or less l 3. 0 0 0 . 0 1 4. 0 0 0 . 0 
$1. 00-$1. 24 3 9 . 1 l 7. 7 5 20 . 0 l 50 . 0 
$1. 25- $1. 49 4 12 . l 3 23 . 1 8 32 . 0 l so .a 
$1. 50- $1. 74 20 60.6 6 46.2 8 32 . 0 0 0 . 0 
$1. 75-$1 . 99 2 6 . 1 2 15 . 4 2 8 . 0 0 0.0 
$2 . 00- $2 .24 3 9 . 1 l 7. 1 l 4 . 0 0 0 . 0 
$2 . 25- $2 . 49 0 o.o 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
$2 . 50- $2 . 74 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 (l 0 . 0 
$2 . 75-$2 . 99 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 0 . 0 
$3 . 00 + 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
Total 33 100 . 0 13 100 . 0 25 100 . 0 2 100 . 0 
aFor detailed description of farm types see page 14 . 
33 
t e 
a 
Hog- Hog- Beef 
beef dairy General raising Other Total 
If % If % II % II % tf % ti % 
0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 2 18. 2 0 0 . 0 0 0 .0 4 1.5 
14 12 . 6 5 23 .8 2 18 . 2 0 0 . 0 1 2 . 2 32 12 . 2 
32 28 . 8 9 42.9 4 36 . 4 0 0 . 0 19 41. 3 80 30 . 4 
53 47 . 7 5 23 . 8 3 27. 3 1 100 . 0 18 39 . 1 114 43 . 3 
7 6 . 3 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 o.o 2 4 . 3 15 5 . 7 
3 2 . 7 2 9 .5 0 0 . 0 0 o.o 4 8 . 7 14 5 . 3 
0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 1 2 . 2 j 0 . 4 
1 0 . 9 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 1 2.2 2 0 . 8 
0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
1 0 . 9 0 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 1 0 . 4 
111 100 . 0 21 100 . 0 11 100 . 0 1 100 . 0 46 100 . 0 263 100 . 0 
34 
somewhat less pronounced the same wage also seemed to predominate on hog-
dairy farms and general farms . 
There was very little difference over economic areas and farm types 
regarding the cash wages paid to full-time employees. Tables 16 and 17 
indicate t hat in all cases except when the re was a very small sample size, 
the largest percentage of the employees were paid a cash wage between $300-
$349 per month. Southeast Iowa did indicate a lower wage of $250-$299 as 
being most predominant . Even though Northeast Iowa suggested a higher wage, 
it should be given less consideration due to the small sample size . 
Among different farm types, even though $300-$349 was the predominant 
wage, grain far ms and specialized beef feeding farms showed a tendency 
toward higher wages . On the other hand, hog-beef farms appeared to favor 
a lower cash wage with the majority receivjng a cash wage ranging from $250-
$349 . 
Examined from the standpoint of size in acres , Tables 18 and 19 , part-
time laborers showed no tendency toward a higher wage as the size of the 
farm increased . There did appear to be some tendency toward higher wages 
for f ull- time laborers on farms of larger size in acres . These farms were 
perhaps more willing to pay a higher wage due to their greater dependency 
on hi red employees to perform necessary tasks on the farm . 
Cash Wage Limits on Farms 
Tiie respondents were asked to estimate the level of cash wages for 
part- time and full-time labor that would not f orcc a reduction and would 
force a 25 percent reduction in tl1c amount tltey would hire . This was done 
to determine the s tability of the demand over different economic areas and 
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Table 17 . Montl1ly cash wage paid to full-time employees by farm type 
Fann 
Specialized 
Grain beef Specialized Specialized 
Monthly farms feeding hog dairy 
wage ti % fl % II 7. ii % 
$199 or less 0 0 . 0 2 10 . 5 1 3. 7 0 0 . 0 
$200- $249 2 11.1 l 5 . 3 3 20 . 0 0 0 . 0 
$250- $299 2 11. l 0 0 . 0 2 7. 3 0 0 . 0 
$300- $349 6 33 . 3 7 37 . 1 6 22 . 0 0 0 .0 
$350- $399 4 22 . 2 5 26 . 5 3 20 . 0 0 0 . 0 
$400- $449 2 11.1 3 15.8 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
$450- $499 0 0. 0 0 0 . 0 0 o.o 1 50 . 0 
$500-$549 1 5 . 6 0 0 . 0 0 o.o l 50 . 0 
$550-$599 1 5. 6 l 5. 3 0 0.0 0 0 . 0 
$600 + 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 
Total 18 100 . 0 19 100 . 0 15 100 . 0 2 100 . 0 
aFo r detailed descrip tion of farm types see page 14 . 
37 
a 
t e 
Hog- Hog- Beef 
beef dairy General raising Other Total 
II % It % It % fl % II % II % 
3 2 . 9 4 30 . 8 1 20 . 0 0 0 . 0 1 3.3 12 5.8 
10 9 . 6 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 o.o 2 6. 7 18 8 . 7 
22 21. 2 l 7. 7 2 40 . 0 0 0 . 0 1 3.3 30 14 . 6 
39 37. 5 5 38 . 4 2 40 . 0 0 0 . 0 9 30 . 0 74 35 . 9 
16 15 . 4 0 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 10 33 . 3 38 18 . 4 
9 8 . 7 2 15 . 4 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 4 13 . 3 20 9 . 7 
J 2 . 9 1 7.7 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 2 6. 7 7 3 . 4 
1 1.0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0 . 0 3 1.5 
l 1. 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 1 3 . 3 4 1.9 
0 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 0.0 0 0 . 0 0 o.o 
104 100 . 0 13 100 . 0 5 100 . 0 0 0 . 0 30 100 . 0 206 100 . 0 
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40 
farm types and to see how these wage rates compared wi t h the actual cash 
wages being paid . 
The respondents were asked to respond to the question regardless of 
whethe r or not they were currently hiring any labor. If a respondent did 
not hire labor he was t o answer the question for those levels he thought 
cash wages would have to r each to force him to reduce the amount he was 
hiring if in fac t lie were !t iring labor . 
Looking at all the farms in the sample , for parl -t ime employees , the 
largest number 0f respondenls , 40 percenl , felt that a cash wage of $1.50-
$1 . 74 an hour was the h i ghest they could pay without reducing the amount 
they would hire (Table 20) . Thirty-three percen t of the respondents felt 
that at a wage of $2.00-$2 . 24 they would reduce the amount they would hire 
by 25 percent and another 35 percenl felt that an even higher wage would be 
needed . 
For f ull-time laborers over all farms 45 percent of the respondents 
felt a monthly salar y of $350-$450 W3S cile mos t they would be willing to pny 
and no t r educe Lhe amount they would hire (Table 21) . The wage p<iid that 
would force a 25 pe r cent r ed uction was spread over a wider range of from 
$400- $600 indicating , perhaps in both instances, broad differences of 
opinion as to the worth of a full - time employee . 
If the responses ar e broken down into Lhose fa r ms that hired some labor 
io 1967 and those that did not hire any labor in 1967 and consideration then 
given as to what the farmers felt the wage l e vel should be and not reduce 
hirings and t o r educe hirings by 25 percent , we can see from Tables 22 and 
23 that for part-time l aborers , the r e was no change . The largest number 
among both hiring and non-hiring forms still felt thaL $1 . 50- $1. 74 was the 
41 
Table 20 . Level of hourly cash wage affecting the amount of part- time 
labor hired 
Highes t J evel Level forcing a 
of no r educ tion 25% reduction 
Hourly No . of No . of 
wage respondents % respondents % 
$. 99 or less 2 0 . 3 1 0 . 2 
$1. 00- $1. 24 12 1. 8 l 0 . 2 
$1. 25- $1. 49 55 8 . 5 6 1. 3 
$1. 50- $1. 74 260 40 . 2 46 10 . 0 
$1. 75- $1. 99 82 12. 7 76 16.6 
$2 . 00- $2 . 24 175 27 . 1 154 33 . 6 
$2 . 25- $2 . 40 8 ]. 2 27 5 . 9 
$2 . 50-$2 . 74 43 6 . 7 82 17 . 9 
$2 . 75-$2 . 99 1 0.1 9 2 . 0 
$3 .00 + 8 l. 2 57 12 . 4 
Total 646 100 . 0 459 100 . 0 
highes t amount they would pay for tliejr pr esent level of labor utilizaLion 
and Lha t $2 . 00-$2 . 24 was the amounl a l which they would decrl'.!ase hirings by 
25 percent . For full-time labore r s the \!age a t which they would uol reduce 
Lhe nmount they would hire was be Lwcen $400-$449 pe r month fo r botll [ a rms 
which had hired labor in 1967 and those which had not . However, the Jeve l 
at wh i ch Lhey would have r educed full-Lime lab or hirings appeared to be 
somewha t higher for farms that had hi red labor with a full 20 per cent of 
them feeling the wage would ha ve t o r each a t least $600 or more before they 
42 
Table 21. Level of monthly cash wage affecting the amount of full - time 
labor hired 
Highes t leve l Level f or cing a 
of no reduction 25% reduction 
Monthly No. of No . of 
wage respondents % r espondents % 
$199 o r less 12 3 . 1 5 1. 9 
$200- $249 16 4 .1 4 1. 5 
$250-$299 15 3. 9 7 2 . 6 
$300- $349 59 15 . 2 22 8 . 3 
$350- $399 61 15 .7 13 4.9 
$400- $449 117 30 . l 58 21. 9 
$450- $499 28 7 . 2 31 11. 7 
$500- $549 61 15. 7 64 24 . 2 
$550- $599 3 0.7 12 4 . 5 
$600 + 17 4 . 3 49 18. 5 
Total 389 100 . 0 265 100 . 0 
would r educe the amount they would hire . This fact may indicate that some 
[arme rs who are not now hiring laborers are underestimating its value or 
perhaps those fa rms hiring f ull-time men a r e more specialized and cannot 
easi l y switch t o less l abor intensive enter prises . 
Looking at the wages paid to labor, not from the s tandpoint of farms 
tha t are hiring labor and not hiring labor but from t he standpcint of farm 
types , the results are much the same . Tables 24-27 show t hat mnong various 
fa rm types , the wages at which l abor hirings would not be r educed and would 
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be reduced by 25 percent did not vary significanlly from t hose stated 
earlier . One might suspecl that on certain farm types where labor was a 
more important or restraining factor in Llic opcralion of the farm, there 
would be a more stab l e demand for it but the results here do not indica t e 
th.:i t such is the case . 
Examined from the standpoint of size in acres for part-time laborers , 
Tables 28 and 2~, there is again little difference among farms of different 
size with $1.50- $1. 74 and $2 . 00-$2 . 24 as the wag<!~ forcing no reduc tion and 
25 percent reduction respectively in part-time labor hirings . However , for 
full-time laborers , Tables 30 and 31 , there is a definite trend towards a 
more stable demand on farms of larger size in acres. On farms of 800 acres 
or more , wages as high as $500 per month or rnore were stated as being 
needed to force a 25 percent reduction where as on farmH of smaller size , 
$400 was a sufficient wage to force a reduction . 
In summary it would appear that for part-time laborers, r egardless of 
how the farms are divided up the highest wage allowable and nol force a 
reduction in hiring is $1 . 50-$1 . 74 and $2 . 00-$2 . 24 to force a 25 percent 
reduction in hiring . For full-time lab or e r s , $400-$449 appeared to be the 
highest wage at which no reduction in hiring would occur . However the wage 
to force a 25 percent reduction varied between different farm types and 
sizes with large r sizes allowing higher prices . 
Also , when these cash wages are compared with those actually being 
paid, it would appear that part-time labor is already at the highest level 
most farmers would be willing to accept before they start reducing the 
amount they would hire. The cash wages of full-Lime employees might how-
ever, rise from their present level o( $300-$349 Lu as high as $L100 or $450 
before there would be any appreciable rerluction in the number hired . This 
appeared to be especially true for larger sized farms . 
Table 28 . Highest level hourly cash wage not affecting the amount of part-
time labor hired by farm size in acres 
1- 199 200- 399 400-599 
No. of No . of No . of 
Hourly respond- respond- respond-
wage en ts % en ts % en ts % 
$. 99 or less 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 2 1.1 
$1. 00- $1. 24 2 5 . 6 5 1. 8 5 2.8 
$1. 25-$1. 49 J 8. 3 27 9 . 7 14 7. 9 
$1. 50-$1. 74 15 41. 7 123 44 . l 67 37 . 6 
$ l. 75-$1. 99 4 11.1 31 11.1 26 14.6 
$2 . 00-$2 . 24 9 25 . 0 74 26 . 5 48 27 . 0 
$2 . 25-$2 . 49 l 2.8 5 1. 8 l 0 . 6 
$2 . 50-$2. 74 2 5 . 6 11 3. 9 11 6 . 2 
$2 . 75- $2 . 99 0 0 . 0 1 0.4 0 0 . 0 
$3 . 00 + 0 o.o 2 0 . 7 4 2 . 2 
Total 36 100 . 0 279 100.0 178 100 . 0 
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Sl ze in ac r es 
600-799 800- 999 1000 + Total 
~fo . of No . of No . of No . of 
respond- respond- r espond- r espond-
en cs % en t s % en t s % en ts % 
u 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 2 0 . 1 
l 1. 1 1 2. 7 0 0 . 0 14 2 . 2 
l1 4 . 5 3 8 . I /1 13 . 3 55 8 . 5 
38 4.!. . 7 11 29 . 7 7 2.3 . 3 261 40 . 2 
9 LO . 1 4 J0 . 8 8 2lL 7 82 12 . 6 
26 29 . 2 10 27 . 0 8 26 . 7 175 27 . 0 
0 0 . 0 1 2. 7 0 0 . 0 8 l. 2 
9 10 . 1 7 18 . 9 3 10 . 0 43 (1 . 6 
0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 o.o 1 0 . 1 
2 2 . 2 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 8 l. 2 
89 100 . 0 37 100 . 0 30 100 . 0 649 lOO . O 
Table: 29 . Level of ho u t" l y cash wage forcing a 25% red uclion in Lhe amount 
of pa rt - t ime l abor hired by farm size in ac r es 
1- 199 200- 399 l00- 599 
No . of tJo . of :fo . oi 
Hourly r espond- respond- respond-
wage en ts % e n t s i. en Ls "· 1. 
$ . 99 o r l ess 0 0 . 0 0 o.o l 0 . 8 
$ L. U0-$1. 24 0 o.o 0 o. n 1 o . ~ 
~ L. 2'i -:;> l. 49 ) . 0 L o. ') ., ~ . ·1 ·' 
" L. 50-$1. 74 ] 15. 0 21 l L. 0 15 11 . J 
$1. 7) - $1. 99 1 15. 0 29 15 . 2 26 20 . 0 
$2 . 00- $2 . 24 6 30 . 0 72 37 . 7 40 30 . 7 
$2 . 25-$2 . 49 2 10 . 0 11 5 . 8 6 4 . 6 
$2 . 50-$2 . 74 5 25 . 0 35 18. 3 20 15 . 4 
$2 . 75- $2 . 99 u o.u 4 2 . 1 l 0 . 8 
$3 . 00 + 0 0 . 0 18 9 . 4 17 13 . 1 
To t a l 20 100 . 0 191 100 . 0 130 100 . U 
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Size in ac r es 
600 - 799 800-999 1000 + Total 
No . of No . of No . of No . of 
respond- r espond- respond- respond-
en Ls 7. en ts % e n t s % cnts % 
0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 l 0 . 2 
0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 l 0 . 2 
0 0 . 0 1 2. 9 0 0 . 0 6 1. 3 
4 6 . 3 3 8. 6 2 9 . 5 4b 10 . 4 
11 17 . 2 6 17 . 1 0 0 . 0 75 16 . 3 
18 28 . 1 8 22 . 9 9 42.9 153 33 . 2 
7 10 . 9 2 5 . 7 0 0 . 0 28 6 . 1 
12 18 . 7 4 11 . 4 6 28 . 6 82 17 . 8 
0 0 . 0 1 2 . 9 2 9 . 5 8 1. 7 
12 18. 7 10 28 . 8 2 9 . 5 59 12 . 8 
64 100 . 0 35 100 . 0 21 100 . 0 461 100 . 0 
---· 
Table JO . Highest level of monthly cash wage not affecting lhe amount of 
f ull- time labor hired by fann size in acres 
1-199 200-399 400-599 
No . of No . of "fo . of 
Monthly respond- respond- respond-
wage en Ls % en ts % en ts % 
$199 or less 0 0 . 0 7 5. 3 5 4 . 0 
$200- $249 0 0 . 0 7 5 . 3 7 5 . 6 
$250- $299 2 18. 1 9 6 . 9 2 1. 6 
$300-$349 3 27 . 3 22 16 . 8 25 20 . 0 
$350- $399 1 9 . 1 27 20 . 6 17 13 . 6 
$400- $449 4 36 . 4 34 26 . 0 40 32 . C 
$450- $499 J 9 . 1 8 6.1 7 5 . 6 
$500-$549 0 0 . 0 12 9 . 2 19 15 . 2 
$550- $599 0 o.o 2 1. 5 0 0 . 0 
$600 + 0 0 . 0 3 2 . 3 3 2 . 4 
Total 11 100 . 0 131 100 . 0 125 100 . 0 
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Size in acres 
600-799 800-999 1000 + Total 
No . of No . of No . of No . of 
r espond- respond- respond- respond-
en ts % en ts 7. en ts 7. en ts % 
0 0 . 0 1 3.3 0 o.o 13 3. 4 
l 1.5 1 3 . 3 0 0 . 0 16 4.1 
1 1. 5 0 o.o 1 3.8 15 3 . 8 
7 10 . 8 2 6 . 7 0 0 . 0 59 15 . 2 
7 10. 8 3 10.0 4 15 . 4 59 15 . 2 
25 38 . 5 7 23 . J 9 34 . 6 119 30.7 
8 12 . 3 2 6. 7 1 J.8 27 7 . 0 
15 23 . 1 7 23 . J 7 26 . 9 60 15 . 5 
0 0.0 1 3. 3 0 0.0 J 0.8 
1 15.4 6 13.3 4 15.4 17 4.4 
65 100 . 0 30 100 . 0 26 100 . 0 388 100 . 0 
Table 31. Level of monthly cash wage forcing a 25% reduction in the amount 
of full-time labor hired by farm size in acres 
1-199 200-399 400- 599 
No . of No . of No . of 
Monthly r espond- respond- respond-
wage en ts % en ts % en ts % 
$199 or less 0 0 . 0 4 4 . 2 1 1.2 
$200- $249 0 o.o 3 3. 1 2 2 . 5 
$250-$299 0 0 . 0 2 2 . 1 3 3 . 7 
$300- $349 1 14 . 3 14 14 . 6 5 6 . 2 
$350-$399 2 28 . 6 3 3 . 1 5 6 . 2 
$400- $449 2 28 . 6 25 26 . 1 19 23 . 5 
$450- $499 0 0 . 0 9 9 . 4 14 17.3 
$500-$549 2 28 . 6 17 17 . 7 22 27 . 2 
$550- $599 0 0 . 0 4 4 .2 1 1.2 
$600 + 0 o.o 15 15 . 6 9 11. l 
Tot al 7 100 . 0 96 100 . 0 81 100.0 
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Size in ac r es 
600- 799 800-999 1000 + To t al 
No . of No . of No . of No . of 
respond- respond- respond- respond-
en ts % en ts % en ts % en t s % 
0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 . 0 5 l. 9 
0 o.o 0 0 . 0 0 0.0 5 1. 9 
l 2 .4 1 4 . 8 0 0 . 0 7 2. 6 
1 2 . 4 0 0 . 0 l 5 . 6 22 8 . 3 
1 2 . 4 1 4.8 0 0 . 0 12 4. 5 
9 21. 4 2 9 . 5 1 5 . 6 58 21. 9 
4 9 . 5 1 4 . 8 3 16 . 7 31 11. 7 
12 28 . 6 7 33 . J 5 27 . 8 65 24.5 
4 9 . 5 1 4 . 8 2 11.1 12 4 . 5 
10 23 . 8 8 38.l 6 33 . 3 48 18. l 
42 100 . 0 21 100 . 0 18 100 . 0 265 100 . 0 
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Fringe Benefits and Bonuses 
Most full-time employees received some kind of fringe benefit or bonus . 
This was also true of many part-time employees . The most connnon benefits 
to full-time employees were such items as a house, farm produce, etc . A 
noon meal was the most common item provided part-time employees . Also , 
often times , employees are given a bonus during the year or at the end of 
the year to insure they will stay the entire year or to pay them for excep-
tional work . Therefore , a portion of the questionnaire was concerned with 
determining the types of benefi t s provided to employees, their estimated 
year ly value and the amount of any bonuses paid out during the year . 
Among t he six items listed in Table 32, as fringe benefits which 
employer s indicated they provided to full and parL-time employees, the pro-
vision of a house was most common fo r f ul l - time laborers and board (meals) 
was most common for part- time employees . The meals furnished part- time 
workers were normally noon meals provided by ti~ employer . Actually , most 
part-time laborers were not given any fringe benefits . They worked only 
fo r cash wages or cash plus a bonus . Nearly all full - time employees 
received some benefits. The value of these benefits was $900 or more for 
t he majority of workers in all economic areas and $1000 or more for the 
largest numbe r in each area excep t the South Central Iowa economic area 
(Table 33). 
The bonuses conside red were those in the form of a cash payment. The 
amoun t paid to emp loyees was generally under $300 for both part-time and 
f ull-time employees as can be seen from Table 34 . Also, although not 
shown, most of the bonuses given part-time employees were less than $100 . 
There appeared t o be no definite r elationship between the amount of 
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Table 32 . Fringe benefits provided to full-time and par t - time workers 
Full- time Part- time 
Benefits fl % Ii % 
Room 34 10 .3 28 7.1 
Board 59 17.9 144 36 . 7 
House 217 66 . 0 16 4 . 1 
Utilities 167 50 . 8 11 2 . 8 
Insurance 80 24 . 3 22 5 . 6 
Farm produce 191 58 . 1 28 7.1 
Total 329 392 
cash wage pa id , the amount of bonuses paid and the value of benefits pr o-
vided . It might be expected t hat some farme r s paying a lower cash wage 
would balance this by providing more benefits or a larger bonus , but this 
did no t appear t o be the case . 
Desirable At tributes Sought in Farm Employees 
A common complaint among farmers is t hat the employees they hire do not 
possess the characteristics or a t tributes needed for work on the farm . 
Therefore , the respondents were provided with a choice of 6 charact e ristics 
or a ttributes which might be desirable to have in a full - time employee and 
asked t o selec t the three t hey thought were most important . A space was 
al so p r ovided t o lis t any othe r s they might prefer . The following are the 
characte ris tics or a ttributes from which selections were made : 
(1) Ab ility to reason and make decisions 
Table 33 . Estimat ed yearly value of benefits provided to full-time 
employees by economic area 
Economic 
Value of N. W. s.w. N. C. c. 
benefits II % II % It 7. ti % 
$199 or less 7 15 . 6 5 15 . 6 4 25 . 0 3 5.4 
$200- $299 l 2. 2 1 3. 1 0 0.0 3 5.4 
$300- $399 2 4. 4 1 3. 1 1 6 . 3 10 17 . 9 
$400-$499 3 6 . 7 2 6 . 3 1 6 . 3 3 5 . 4 
$500- $599 1 2 . 2 1 3. 1 0 0.0 1 1. 8 
$600- $699 2 4. 4 2 6.3 1 6.3 1 1. 8 
$700-$799 2 4. 4 5 15 . 6 1 6 . 3 9 16 . 1 
$800- $899 5 ll. l 0 0.0 1 6 . 3 2 3. 6 
$900-$999 0 0 . 0 4 12 . 5 0 0.0 6 10. 7 
$1000 + 22 48 . 9 11 34.4 7 43.8 18 32 . 1 
Total 45 100 . 0 32 100 . 0 16 100.0 56 100 . 0 
aSee Figure 1 for location of economic areas . 
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a area 
s .c. N. E. E.C. S. E. Total 
If % fl % II 7. II % II % 
2 20 . 0 1 3 . 8 5 15 . 6 4 12 . 5 31 12 . 4 
0 0 . 0 1 3 . 8 1 3 . 1 1 3. 1 8 3 . 2 
2 20 . 0 2 7. 7 a a . o 2 6. 3 20 8 . a 
2 20 . 0 2 7 . 7 0 a . o 2 6 . 3 15 6 . a 
0 a . o 1 3 . 8 0 0 . 0 2 6 . 3 6 2 . 4 
0 0 . 0 0 a . a 2 6 . 3 2 6 . 3 10 4 . a 
1 10 . a 3 11.5 2 6 . 3 2 6 . 3 25 10 . 0 
1 10 . a 5 19.2 1 3 . 1 2 6 . 3 17 6 . 8 
0 0 . 0 5 19 . 2 5 15 . 6 4 12 . 5 24 9 . 6 
2 20 . 0 6 23 . 1 16 50 . 0 11 34 . 4 93 37 . 3 
10 100 . 0 26 100 . 0 32 lao . a 32 100 . 0 249 100 . 0 
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Table 34 . Annual cash bonuses paid to part-time and full-time employees 
Part-time Full-time 
Bonus paid ti % II % 
$199 or less 32 82 . 0 80 45.5 
$200- $299 4 10 . 3 38 21.6 
$300-$399 0 0 . 0 24 13.6 
$400-$499 1 2.6 6 3.4 
$500-$599 1 2 . 6 7 4 . 0 
$600- $699 0 o.o 4 2 . 3 
$700-$799 0 0 . 0 3 l. 7 
$800-$899 0 0.0 3 1. 7 
$900-$999 1 2.6 1 0.6 
$1000 + 0 0.0 10 5. 7 
Total 39 100.0 176 100.0 
(2) Ability to follow directions 
( 3) Ability to operate mechanical equipment 
(4) Ability to handle livestock 
(5) Ability to communicate 
(6) Ability to supervise 
(7) Other (includes s uch items as honesty and reliability, willingness 
to wo rk , etc . ) . 
Table 35 would indicate that between hiring and non-hiring farms and 
hence also, among all farms there was little variance as to which 
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Table 35 . Characteristics sought in laborers by farms hiring labor , farms 
not hiring labor and all farms 
~on-hiring farms Hirin& farms Total 
No . of No . of No . of 
respond- respond- respond-
Characteristics en ts % en ts % en ts % 
Ability to reason 
and make decisions 243 66.8 366 75 . 8 609 71. 9 
AbiJi ty to follow 
directions 248 68 . 1 329 68 . 1 577 68 .1 
Ability to operate 
equipment 269 73.9 393 81. 4 662 73.5 
Ability to handle 
livestock 162 44.5 281 58 . 2 443 52 . 3 
Ability to 
conununicate 68 18. 7 109 22 . 6 177 20 . 9 
Abillty to 
s upervise 12 3 . 3 42 8 . 7 54 6 . 4 
Other 20 5 . 5 29 6 . 0 49 5 . 8 
Total 364 483 847 
charact eris t ics were most desired . In each instance, 68 percent or greater 
of the respondents indicated ability to reason and make decisions, ability 
to follow directions, and ability to operate mechanical equipment as being 
most important . 
When the responses were broken down into farm types (Table 36) , there 
begins t o appear some selectivity of characteristics . The ability to reason 
and make decisions and the ability t o follow directions were still importan t 
to all the r espondents regardless of farm type . But the ability to operate 
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mechanical equipment was chosen by more respondents on grain and dairy 
farms where there would conceivably be a higher amount of complicated 
equipment in use and the ability to handle livestock was given greater 
emphasis on farms specializing in livestock enterprises . 
None of the r espondents appeared to show any interest in the employee ' s 
ability to s upervise other people or to assume a responsibility for a major 
portion of the work load . It would seem that as farm size incrt!ases in the 
future this would become a more important characteristic wanted in men hired 
for farm work but it did not appear here . 
Sources of Hired Labor 
TI1e respondents were given a list of 5 sources that might be used in 
locating hired laborers plus the opportunity Lo add any sources not listed . 
If they currently were not hiring any laborers they were asked to indicate 
the first source they would use to find one if needed. If they were hiring 
laborers they were asked to indicate those sources they utilized in obtain-
ing tneir employees . Hence, for the related tables which follow, the total 
number of respondents using all sources may be greater than the number of 
respondents in the group. The sources listed were as follows: 
( 1) Hiring away from a neighboring farmer 
(2) Placing an ad in a local newspaper 
(3) Placing an ad in a national or regional farm magazine 
(4) Contacting the county extension agent 
(5) Contacting the Iowa State Employment Service 
(6) Through personal contact or word of mouth 
The largest number of the farmers who had hired labor in 196 7 
71 
indicated that they did so through personal contact. This meant they either 
knew the laborer before hand or learned about him from friends or business 
associates . The second most used method for locating an employee for these 
farmers was through an ad in the local newspaper. 
Table 37 shows how the responses of those people who did not hire any 
labor in 1967 compared with those farmers who did . The largest percent of 
those men who did not hire any labor said they would use the local news-
paper as their fi r st choice with the Iowa State Employment Service second 
and personal contact third . However , those farmers who did hire employees 
indicated their most common source was personal contact. 
Table 37 . Sources of hired labor by hiring and non-hiring farms 
Source 
Hire away from neighbor 
Local newspaper 
National or regional 
magazines 
County extension agent 
Iowa State Employment 
Service 
Personal contact or 
word of mouth 
Total 
Non-hiring farms 
No . of 
respond-
en ts % 
19 7. 2 
100 38 .0 
7 2 . 7 
37 14.1 
84 Jl.9 
51 19 . 4 
263 
Hi ring farms 
No . of 
respond-
en ts 7. 
51 11.4 
130 29 . 0 
14 3.1 
36 8.0 
98 21. 8 
215 47 . 9 
449 
Total 
No . of 
respond-
ents 
70 
230 
21 
73 
182 
266 
712 
% 
9.8 
32.3 
2 . 9 
10 .2 
25 . 6 
37 . 3 
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There was no difference between economic areas as to the source most 
often used by farmers for locating employees. Table 38 indicates that of 
those people responding t o the quest i on , the largest numbers in all but one 
instance chose personal contact as the source most commonly used , with the 
local newspaper again being second. 
Sunnnary 
The r esponses given by the farmers surveyed indicate that even though 
the respondents represented farms of all different types from all parts of 
the state, they included very few farms specializing in livestock produc-
tion to the exclusion of cropping activities . All farms maintained their 
large land basis . In addition to their cropping activities , they may or 
may not have been specialized in a limited number of livestock enterprises . 
Nonetheless, slightly more than hal f of the respondents hired labor in 1967. 
The family labor contribution to labor on the farms came mostly from 
operators and their sons . The operators quite naturally worked the year 
round and the sons worked often times as high as 120 days . There were very 
few wives or daughters who worked on the farm . Those few that did work did 
so during the spring , summer , and fall with very few worki.ng during the 
winter as would be expected. There were found to be no differences between 
farms that hired labor and those that did not hire labor with regard to the 
amount of family labor available . It is often s uggested that family labor 
s ubstitutes for hired labor to some extent but s uch a situation did not seem 
to appear in this sample . There appeared to be a direct correlation between 
the number of days worked and the wage paid to children . 
The majority of the part-time employees were younger than 20 or older 
Table 38 . Sources of hired labor by economic area for farms that hired 
labor 
Economic 
N.W. s.w. N.C . c. 
No . of No. of No . OS No . of 
respond- respond- respond- respond-
Sources en ts % en ts % en ts .. /o en ts % 
Hire away 
from neighbor 9 12.3 10 19 . 2 5 14 . 7 5 4 . 9 
Local 
newspaper 22 30.1 13 25 . 0 10 29 . 4 30 29 . 4 
National or 
regional 
magazine 5 6.8 0 0 . 0 2 5.8 2 2 . 0 
County 
extension 
agent 4 5 . 5 0 0 . 0 2 5 . 8 7 6 . 9 
Iowa State 
Employment 
Service 17 23 . 3 4 7. 7 11 32 . 3 25 24.5 
Personal 
contact or 
word of 
mouth 36 49 . 3 29 55 . 8 12 35 . 3 48 47 . 1 
Total 73 52 34 102 
aSee Figure 1 for location of economic areas . 
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a a r ea 
s .c . N. E. E.G . S. E. Total 
No . of No . of No . of No . of No . of 
respond- respond- respond- respond- respond-
en ts % en ts % en ts % en ts % en ts % 
1 5. 0 9 13 . 8 5 10 . 4 7 14 . 9 51 11. 6 
7 35 . 0 23 35 . 4 15 31.2 9 19 . 2 129 29 . 3 
2 10 . 0 1 1.5 0 0.0 2 4.3 14 3 . 2 
5 25 . 0 5 7.7 8 16 . 6 4 8 . 5 35 7. 9 
6 30 . 0 9 13 . 8 12 25 . 0 12 25 . 5 96 21. 8 
8 40 . 0 35 53 .8 20 41. 6 21 44 . 7 209 47 .4 
20 65 48 47 441 
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than 60 and most were paid a wage of $1 . 50-$1 . 74, except in the norLheast 
and southeast areas of the state , and on hog- dairy and grain farms where a 
higher wage predominated . Most part-time employees worked during the 
spring, summer, and fall, the busy seasons of the year , as would be expected . 
Their skill levels were rated as semi-skilled for c r opping activi ties an<l 
unskilled for livestock activities . Most extra help hired by farmers is 
associated in some way with crops much more so than with livestock . As a 
result, farmers are pr obably more acquainted with their performance from 
that standpoint and would know better their abilities in that area and hence , 
might rate them higher. Their competence level was commenserate to that of 
being assigned several jobs at once . 
Most of the full-time men employed were married and worked the year 
r ound. Though monthly wages ranged from $200 per month to $600 , the average 
was $300-$349 for all farms and varied mostly by farm size with larger farms 
paying higher wages . Nearly all full-time employees received fringe ben~fits 
of some kind, the value of these generally was $900 or more for the year. A 
large number also received a bonus. 
The skill levels of full- time men were rated as semi-skilled for most 
with a few rated as s upervisory . Their compe t ence level for the most part 
was the same as that for part- time men assigned several jobs at once. 
When the farme rs were asked to indicate how high a wage they could pay 
befor e they would reduce the amounl of part-time labor hired, everyone 
seemed to agree that $1 . 50- $1 . 74 was about as high as they would go . This 
also was the actual wage paid to part-time employees . Very few of them were 
paid a wage of $2 . 00 or more, which was also the wage at which most farmers 
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said they would r educe labor hirings by 25 percent . 
For full-time employees, some differences of opinion began to develop 
regarding how high wages should be without causing a reduction. For all 
farms in the sample, no specific wage could be settled upon as the highesL 
wage that could be paid before it would force no reduction or a 25 pe r cent 
reduction . As a result, wages of f r om $350- $450 and $400- $600 or mor e 
respectively were mentioned most of the time . Divided into hiring and 
non- hiring fanns, economic area , and fa r m type, the wages centered on $400-
$449 and $500 or more . 1ne most stable demand for labor came ( rom the 
farms which had larger sizes in acres . On farms of 800 acres and more, the 
maintenance of an adequate supply of labor becomes more critical to the 
operation of the farm and hence , the operators were more willing to pay a 
higher wage to keep their employees . Comparing the above stated wages for 
no reduction and 25 percenL reduction with the wages actually being paid to 
full-time employees, it would appear tha t full-time farm wage rates could 
go from their present indicated level of $300-$349 to $400 or even $450 and 
not appreciably reduce the number of men hired . 
Among Lhe various sources of labor listed , personal contact was most 
important for farmers hiring help . Host farmers hiring laborers, and 
especially part-time laborers , generally know who in the neighborhood might 
be available for work and they just simply call around until they find the 
help they need . Also , the fact that most part-time laborers were either 
young or old would also point out this fact . For fanners who were not 
c urrently ltiring labor, they chose an ad in a local newspaper as their fi r st 
source o( help and for part-time help, this would probably be a sufficient 
method . Once they had established a list of known possible laborers , they 
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would contact them a second or subsequent time through personal contact . 
However , in obtaining full-time labor, this will often not be a sufficient 
method and thus, the use of the Iowa State Employment Service is the second 
most favored source for these farmers. Nonethel ess , over all respondents , 
personal contact or word of mouth was most important. Considering the close 
working relationships most farmers have with each other, it is probably just 
as efficient at times to start asking around for help as it is to advertise . 
78 
PERSONAL IKTERVIEWS WITH EMPLOYERS Ai.'\D EMPLOYEES 
Personal interviews were conducted with farmers and their full-time 
employees to give insight into areas that could not be dealt with in the 
mail questionnaire and also to examine in more detail some items in the 
mail questionnaire . In all , 32 useable employer and 29 employee question-
naires were completed . Separate interview schedules were used for the 
employer and the employee . Copies of these can be seen in Appendix B. 
Six Iowa counties were selected for conducting the interviews . Three 
of these; Black Hawk, Benton and Linn, were located near industrial centers 
where off-farm employment was more a possibility and three; Sac, Franklin 
and Grundy , were located away from any industrial centers . Extension 
direcLors in these counties furnished names of farmers who had full - time 
employees a nd from these lists the farmers to be interviewed were selected . 
The employer questionnaire was designed to examine the following areas : 
(1) Organization of the farm business 
(2) Nature of the farming activities for 1967 
(3) Employer background 
(4) Farm labor supply 
(5) Wage agreements 
(6) Work performed by laborers 
( 7) Competence and skill levels of hired laborer s 
(8) Employer-employee relations 
(9) Sources of hired help for the farmer 
The employee questionnaire was developed with the aim of examining 
t hree principal areas : 
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(1) Employee background and family 
(2) Employee 's pr esent j ob 
(3) Employee aspirations 
The int e rviews were conducted during a three week period in the summer 
of 1968 . Each visit consisted of at least two i nterviews ; one with t he 
employer and one or more with his employees , depending on the number of 
f ull- time men he employed . However, in a few instances employee interviews 
were not possible because t he hir ed man was not available or the farme r was 
"between hi r ed men" at the time of the interview. The fanner was always 
interviewed firs t to insure his cooperation and to legitimize the interview 
to the hired man . 
All information requested about the farming activities of the employer 
were to be gathered for the year 1967 . This would allow for better cor r e-
lation with data obtained f r om the mail questionnaires and from farm record 
data . 
Characteristics of Farms 
In the discussions and tables which follow , farms located near indus-
trial centers will be referred to as "urban farms ", and those located away 
from industrial centers will be referred t o as "rural farms " . Table 39 
indicates the relative differences in size and ownership between farms in 
rural and urban areas of the sampled counties and between farms hiring only 
l man and those hiring 2 or more men regardless of where they were located . 
It can be seen that farmers hiring f ull-time employees operated relatively 
large acreages . Also rented land is an important part of the total , 
accounting for over 50 percent of tlte total acres . It is also important to 
note that Lhose fa r ms hiring two full-time employees were on the ave rage 
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Table 39 . Acreages of farms by urban areas, rural areas, farms hiring 
full-time man, and farms hiring 2 or more full-time men 
Row crops & 
Total acres small grains Rented acres Owned acres 
No . of Ave . No.of Ave . No.of Ave. No.of Ave . 
farms acres farms acres farms acres farms acres 
Urban farms 15 774 . 4 15 487.4 10 365 . 0 13 542 . 9 
Rural farms 17 650 . 6 17 551. 4 11 417 . 1 17 492 . 1 
1 man farms 20 583 . 0 20 463.4 13 365 . 7 19 357 . 0 
2 or more 
man farms 12 1,019.2 12 616 . 1 8 448.0 11 786.0 
Total farms 32 746 . 7 32 520 . 6 21 397 . 0 30 481.0 
436 acres larger than farms with one hired man--in fact, nearly twice as 
large. The difference of 124 acres in size between the farms in the rural 
and urban areas is thought not to be significant . The livestock enterprises 
on the farms appeared to bear little or no association with the number of 
men hired. Table 40 shows the number of farms operating each of the live-
stock enterprises listed and the average size of the enterprises . The only 
differences appear to be in beef cows and fed cattle . The large differences 
in numbers of cattle fed on farms hiring 2 or more men is due in par t to 
one farm in the sample which fed 7000 cattle a year which is not representa-
tive of most farms in the state . There was also no apparent difference 
between one and two or more man farms regarding their business organization . 
The largest number of farms, about 70 percent, were single proprietor-
ships with partnerships, corporations or some combination, making up the 
r est . The above information is provided to give background for the 
discussion which follows . 
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Table. 40. Size of livestock enterprises on urban, rural , 1 man , 2 or more 
man and t o tal farms 
Litters 
of pigs 
ileef cows Feeder cattle Dairy cattle farrowed 
No . of Ave . No . of Ave. No . of Ave . lfo . of Ave . 
farms no . farms no . farms no . farms no . 
Urban farms 2 137 . 0 13 791. 4 5 73 . 8 4 75 . 5 
Rural fa r ms 4 78 . 7 11 1,020 . 0 
a 
2 82 . 5 13 120.0 
1 man farm 3 60 . 6 16 483 . 0 4 74 . 7 13 105 . 0 
2 or more 
man fa r m 3 136 . 0 8 1, 722 . 0 
a 
3 78.3 5 99 . 0 
Total farms 6 98 . 1 24 896.0 7 76 . 0 18 103 . 0 
aone operator fed 7000 head per year distorting the average size of 
oper ations in rural areas and on 2 or more man farms . 
Table 40 . (Continued) 
Hens or 
Hogs fed Ewes Lambs fed turkeys 
No . of Ave . No . of Ave . No . of Ave . No . of Ave . 
farms no. far ms no . farms no . farms no. 
Urban farms 11 496 . 0 4 14. 5 4 172.0 3 1 , 533.0 
Rural fa r ms 13 120 . 0 1 60 . 0 1 70 . 0 1 1,600 . 0 
1 man farm 17 761.0 4 22 . 0 4 25 . 0 4 1 , 550 . 0 
2 or more 
man farm 7 739 . 0 1 30 . 0 1 40 . 0 
Total farms 24 755 . 0 5 23 . 6 5 27 . 8 4 1 , 550 . 0 
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Characteristics of Operators and Their Families 
All of the operators interviewed were married with an average of 3 
children , 1.0 of which was living at home and worked 10 or more days on the 
farm in 1967. Fourteen of the 32 operators had no children who worked 10 
or more days on the farm in 1967. Of the 18 operators who did have children 
who worked 10 or more days on the farm, the average number of children who 
worked was 1 . 2 . 
The ages of employers ranged from 23 to 63 years . Their formal educa-
tion also varied greatly from a low of 7 years to a high of 16 years . The 
average being equivalent to a high school diploma, 12 years . The employers 
were asked to rank themselves as to activity in organizations by choosing 
from among the following 5 choices; very active, fairly active , medium 
active, not active at all, and not in any organizations . Virtually all of 
them, 93 percent , felt that they were medium active or more. 
Most of the wives of employers did not help with outdoor farm work. 
On the other hand, nearly two-thirds helped with record keeping activities 
(Table 41) . The one employer whose wife did chores on a regular basis 
stated that she did this work only because she enjoyed it . 
Table 41 . Farm activities performed by wives of operators 
Ac t ivities Regularly Sometimes Seldom Never Total 
Kept r ecords 20 5 1 7 33 
Helped wi t h chores 1 5 5 22 33 
Helped with crops 0 4 2 27 33 
Helped with livestock 0 4 4 25 33 
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Of the total children who worked 10 or more days, only 6 were females 
while 25 were males. For the most part, the seasons and times worked for 
males and females did not differ greatly . All of those children working 10 
or more days on the farm worked during the s ununer months and the smallest 
proportion worked during the winter . All of the children were paid ei the r 
through an allowance, wage, or a flat rate in the form of cash or through 
encerprise support. 
Characteristics of Employees 
The average age of employees was 34 and ranged from 20-72 with most 
being between 30 and 60 . Of the 29 men interviewed, only 5 had any techni-
cal training beyond high school or the army. Twenty-eight were married and 
one was single. The average number of children per married man was 3 . 3. 
The majority of the wives of these men were not employed outside the 
household . Of the 7 wives who did work outside of the household, yearly 
salaries averaged from $670 for part-time workers co $2300 for full-time 
workers . 
The employers were asked to rate their hired laborers by skill level 
and competence level. The employers were given a choice of the same skill 
levels and competence levels that were used in the mail questionnaire 
except that in this case the crop and livestock skills were combined into 
one. A definition of these skill and competence levels can be seen on 
page 28 . 
Of the 39 full-time men who were rated by their employers , 28 were 
ranked as skilled men or better , 8 rated at the supervisory Level and the 
other 11 were rated as semi- skilled. None were rated as unskilled . 
84 
Of these same 39 men , 27 were given a competence rating of being 
assigned several jobs at once or higher . Out of these 27 , an impressive 
number, 16, were , according to th~ir employers, given the freedom to deter-
mine their own jobs and to do t hem. 
Table 42 indicates tha t those men with the highest skill levels were 
also rated wit h the highest competence levels by their employers . Of the 
28 men rated as skilled or better, 26 were rated as being assigned several 
jobs at once or allowed to dete r mine their own jobs . 
Table 42. Skill level vs. competence level of full-time men 
Skill level 
Competence 
l evel Unskilled Semi-skilled Skilled Supervisory Total 
Area of 
responsibility J 7 6 16 
Several jobs 
at once 3 6 2 11 
One job at 
a time J 7 10 
Works with 
operator 2 2 
Manual jobs 
To t al 11 20 8 39 
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The e mployees als o were asked t o r a t e the ir own compe tence by asking 
them what type of man they wanted to work for. They were given 4 choices 
which were similar to those given their employers. These choices ranged 
from an employer who would assign an area of work and hold hi m, t he 
employee , responsible fo r it to an employer who would work near or with the 
employee a t all times . 
A majority of the 29 employees interviewed , 16, fel t that they would 
like to have an area of work assigned to them and anothe r 5 prefe rred to be 
assigned several jobs at once . 
The r esponses of employers r egarding the competence level they employed 
with their men and the competence level the men themselves felt t ha t t hey 
had or would like can be examined in Table 43 . It can be seen that in the 
majority of cases, the competence reported by the employer and he nce the 
supe rvision most likely provided by him to the employee agreed or nearly 
a greed wi th wha t the employee indicated he preferred or was capable of 
handling. 
TI1e employees were also presented with a list of 14 jobs generally per-
formed on Iowa farms . These jobs ranged from simple uns killed tasks t o com-
plicated jobs requir ing larger amounts of skill and training . These jobs 
a r e listed in Table 44 . The employees were asked to indicate f irst whether 
the job was performed on the farm on which they were working and secondly, 
if they pe rformed it . By looking at t he skill level given them by their 
employer, it could be determined whethe r men r a t ed with higher s kills per-
formed more difficult tasks. There seemed to be l i ttle or no r e lations hip 
between the skill level of the e mployee and the jobs he performed . Table 
44 lists, for each job and skill l eve l for those employees working on farms 
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Table 43. Competence level of employees vs. desired supervision of 
employees 
Desired 
supervision 
Area of work 
Several jobs 
at once 
One job at 
a time 
Near or with 
the operator 
Total 
Area of 
responsibility 
9 
1 
1 
11 
Competence level of employee 
Several Near or 
jobs at One job with 
once at n time operator 
2 5 
3 1 
1 
3 1 2 
8 7 3 
Total 
16 
5 
1 
7 
29 
on which the particular job was performed , the number of employees performing 
the job and the number not performing the job . The dominant factor which 
determined whether an empl oyee did a job seemed to be whether or not the job 
was performed on the farm rather than his skill level . 
Present Employment of Employees 
An overwhelming percent, 93%, of the 29 employees interviewed were 
satis fied or very satisfied with t heir present jobs. Only one man was 
dissatisfied with his pr esent job . This was a young man i n his twenties who 
felt there was no chance fo r advancement in hired farm labor and was going 
to quit and go back to school to further his education . 
The principal reason given by these men fo r continuing as farm employ-
ees was that t'1ey genuinely enjoyed fa rming and the type of work they were 
T
ab
le
 
44
. 
F
ar
m
 
jo
b
s 
p
er
fo
rm
ed
 b
y 
se
m
i-
sk
il
le
d
, 
s
k
il
le
d
 
an
d 
su
p
e
rv
is
o
ry
 
le
v
e
l 
em
p
lo
y
ee
s 
as
 
ra
te
d
 
by
 
th
e
ir
 e
m
p
lo
y
er
s 
S
e
m
i-
sk
il
le
d
 
S
k
il
le
d
 
S
u
2
er
v
is
o
ry
 
T
o
ta
l 
N
um
be
r 
N
um
be
r 
N
um
be
r 
N
um
be
r 
N
um
be
r 
N
um
be
r 
N
um
be
r 
N
um
be
r 
p
e
r-
n
o
t 
p
e
r-
pe
r-
n
o
t 
p
e
r-
p
e
r-
no
t 
p
e
r-
p
er
-
n
o
t 
p
e
r-
Jo
b 
fo
rm
in
g
 
fo
rm
in
g
 
fo
rm
in
g
 
fo
rm
in
g
 
fo
rm
in
g
 
fo
rm
in
g
 
fo
rm
in
g
 
fo
rm
in
g
 
P
lo
w
in
g
 
8 
0 
1
3
 
0 
6 
0 
27
 
0 
P
la
n
ti
n
g
 
ro
w
 
cr
o
p
s 
5 
3 
7 
0 
6 
1 
1
8
 
8 
C
u
lt
iv
a
ti
n
g
 
8 
0 
1
2
 
0 
6 
0 
26
 
0 
M
ow
in
g 
fo
ra
g
e
 
6 
1 
1
2 
0 
7 
0 
25
 
1 
O
p
er
at
in
g
 a
 
b
a
le
r 
6 
0 
1
0
 
2 
6 
0 
22
 
2 
co
 
O
p
er
at
in
g
 
a 
fo
ra
g
e 
-..
.J 
h
a
rv
e
st
e
r 
5 
1 
8 
1 
4 
1 
17
 
3 
O
p
er
at
in
g
 
a 
g
ra
in
 
co
m
bi
ne
 
4 
1 
7 
2 
6 
0 
1
7
 
3 
M
il
k
in
g
 c
ow
s 
1 
0 
3 
0 
4 
0 
8 
1 
H
an
d 
fe
ed
in
g
 
li
v
e
st
o
c
k
 
7 
0 
1
2
 
1 
7 
0 
26
 
1 
G
r
in
d
in
g
 
6 
0 
1
1
 
0 
4 
0 
21
 
0 
O
p
er
at
in
g
 m
ec
h
an
ic
al
 
fe
ed
in
g
 e
q
u
ip
m
en
t 
6 
0 
1
1
 
0 
5 
0 
22
 
0 
C
a
st
ra
ti
n
g
 a
n
im
al
s 
1 
3 
7 
1 
4 
2 
1
2
 
6 
W
el
di
ng
 
5 
1 
7 
1 
4 
2 
1
6
 
4 
M
ac
h
in
e
rz
: 
re
2
a
ir
 
7 
1 
1
3
 
1 
7 
0 
27
 
1 
88 
doing . These men also expressed a liklng for their employer as a person 
and as an employer and had no desi r e to change jobs . Perhaps one other 
r eason for their liking their job was that twenty-two of these men were 
hired from within t he local community either through personal contact , a 
friend or r elative , or by answering an ad in the local paper . This would 
imply that most of these men had been in the conununi t y for some time, had 
established some community ties, and this then enhanced their desire to 
stay . The other 7 located their jobs through the Iowa State Employmenl 
Service or through an ad in the Des Moines Register , a newspaper with state 
wide circula t ion . 
The total compensation provided full-time employees as computed and 
shown in Table 45 from cash wages plus benefits and bonuses , was nearly the 
same for laborers in urban areas and in rural areas . However, Table 45 
would indicate that even though total wages were the same , weekly and 
monthly cash wages and bonuses were higher in rural areas. The situation 
is reversed with regard to benefits paid to laborers . The average number 
and type of benefits provided by employers did not differ between areas , 
but the employers in urban areas placed a much greater value on them. Titis 
fact resulted in the total wages paid being the same . 
Table 45. Average total wages paid, average cash wages paid weekly and 
monthly by urban, rural and total farms 
Cash wage rate 
Annual 
Bonus paid value of Annual 
If paid If paid for the benefits total 
weekll'. mon thll l'.ear Erovided compensation 
Urban farms $ 77 $336 $365 $1819 $6108 
Rural farms $109 $348 $412 $ 947 $5933 
All farms $100 $341 $390 $1335 $6017 
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Aspirations of Employees 
Twenty- three of the employees interviewed indicated that they were 
wo rking a t the occupation they lnlen<lcd to work at whc11 they quit ~chon1 or 
gradua ted from school. The other five had intended to enter iarming on 
their own and one had planned to be an automobile mechanic. The reasons 
given by these men for not becoming what they intended were: 1) financial 
difficulties , 2) marriage responsibilities , and 3) dislike for other work . 
When asked what they would be doing if they could select anything they 
wanted, t he majority said they would be farming on their own . However , 
other jobs listed were welding, heavy equipment operation , and maintenance 
work . 
Most of the employees were active in their communities . Twenty said 
they were medium active or greater when given the same choices as listed 
earlier fo r employers. Thirteen said they would like to become more active 
in the corrnnunity. Five of these 13 were men who said they were not now 
active. 
Employer-Employee Relations 
All of the employers recognized the need for good relations with their 
hired men . In Table 46 are a list of practices with indications whether 
employers were doing them as an attempt to improve employee relations . In 
addition, a number of employers discussed specific things which were not 
listed which they did to promote good will with their employees . One man 
said that once a month he sat down with his hired man and discussed the 
farm and t he work to be done. The employee also was encouraged to talk 
about any thing which was bothering him . Another employer said he allowed 
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his employee 6 or 7 acres of land Lo do with as he pleased and gave him 
time off from work to take care of it. 
Table 46. Employer- employee relations practiced by farmers 
Practice 
Encourage employee ' s children to enter 4-H or F. F.A. 
work and s upport their proj ectsa 
Attempt to integrate the employee into the community 
by taking him or encouraging him to go to local aff airsa 
Attempt to interest the employee in his work by sending 
him to short courses or taking him with you to local 
business and product promotion meetings 
Provide a means of voicing grievances he may have about 
work routine, etc. 
Attempt to inter est the employee ' s wife in the operation 
of the farm or in the couununi ty a 
Allow the man freedom to request days off when requested 
for a specific reason 
Number 
practicing 
12 
23 
19 
28 
12 
31 
aln a number of instances the practice did not apply either because 
the man had no children or no wife , or was already well established within 
the community . 
Summary 
The names of the employers who were contacted for interviews were pro-
vided by county extension directors . The men s upplied by the agents were 
well enough acq uainted with extension activities that Lhe ExLension Director 
to have noted and remembered it . As a r es ult of this selectivity, the 
people interviewed were nol a cross-section of the employers and employees 
on Iowa farms but rather a select group of s uccessful employers with 
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employees who were satisfied with their jobs . Thus conclusions drawn 
relate to successful employer- employee conditions and cannot be assumed t o 
represent the situation on all Iowa farms . 
The employers on these farms seemed to recognize the need for good 
employer-employee r elations . This can be seen in the large numbers of 
employers who were taking their employees to meetings with them, that 
attempted to integrate their employees into the community , and that were 
providing special housing and incentive plans. There was shown , by all 
employers , a genuine in terest and concern for their hired men . 
Ot her studies would lead one to concl ude that most full-time farm 
laborers are semi-unemployable, alienated from the community, and generally 
don't remain with one employer for a very long period of time . Almost the 
opposite conditions were found to exist for the employees interviewed . 
These men were doing farm work because they enjoyed it. Very few of them 
expressed any desire to change jobs and if given their choice would be 
farming now . A few of t hese employees had been working for the same 
employer for ten years or longer and only one had been employed less than 
one year . They also thought their pay and working conditions were saLls-
factory. Some thought that the period between checks should be shorter or 
wanted some other minor change , but on the whole, no major problems we re 
uncovered . 
The employees also expressed a liking for the employer as a person and 
as an employer . This was due in part to the fact that most were receiving 
the type of supervision they desired . A few of the employers placed a 
great amount of confidence in their employees. One employer even allowed 
his employee to buy and sell livestock when he was going to be absent for a 
92 
period of time . Another offered to allow his employee to take over the 
operation of his farm when he retired . 
1~ese emp loyees were also surprisingly active in the community . One 
was president of the local saddle club and another had held several offices 
in his church . Still another had been attending adult - farmer classes at 
the local high school in the evenings to upgrade his skills . In the few 
instances where a man indicated that he was not active in the community , 
it was by choice and he in no way felt alienated . 
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FARM RECORD ANALYSIS OF SPECIALIZED FARMS 
The amount o[ specialization of hired labor has been shown to be 
associated with the type of farm and the size of activities on that farm . 
Since the trend in agriculture is toward larger more specialized farms , it 
seemed useful to examine these influences in greater detail . Thus portions 
of the total records of the IFBA on file at Iowa State University were 
analyzed with r espect to labor hirings for specific farm types . 
The following is the lis t of farm types whi ch were selected for 
analysis in this chapter . A detailed description of the specific require-
ments for a farm to be classified in each type can be found on page 14 . 
(1) Grain farms 
(2) Speciallzed beef feeding farms 
(3) Specialized hog farms 
(4) Specialized dairy farms 
(5) Hog-beef farms 
(6) Hog-dairy farms 
Several variables were analyzed as they related to the amount of labor 
hired for each farm type. The specific variables considered were as follows : 
(1) Months of ope rator labor 
(2) Months of family labor 
(3) Gross value of crops produced 
(4) Value of total working assets 
(5) Litters of pigs farrowed 
(6) Number of dairy COWS 
(7) Number of beef cows 
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(8) Hogs sold by the operator 
(9) Cattle sold by the operator 
The anal ysis began by tabulating pr oduct moment correlation coeffi-
cients between the months of labor hired and the variables listed for each 
of the selected farm types (Table 47) . The product moment correlation 
coefficient measur es the degree of association between the dependent 
variable (months of labor hired) and the independent variables listed 
above . A correlation coefficient of plus one or minus one would indicate 
a perfect association or correlation of the months of labor hired with the 
specific independent variable being analyzed . A value of zero would indi-
cate no relationship between the two variables . 
The variables with sizeable correlation coefficients were then analyzed 
in more de tail through the use of frequency tables for each farm type indi-
cating the percentage relationship between the variables being analyzed and 
the months of labor hired. 
In a few instances, even though two variables had high correlation 
coefficients with the months of labor hired , only one was examined further . 
This came about because, on certain farm types, the variables were highly 
related to one another so that conclusions drawn for one could also be 
drawn for t he other. For instance , on specialized hog fa rms, there would 
be an expectantly close relationship between the litters of pigs £arrowed 
and the number of hogs sold . Hence there would be little or no value in 
examining how both of these were associated with the amount of labor hired . 
It may be of interest first to look at all farm types to examine some 
of the variables not highly correlated with the amount of labor hired for 
any farm type . In Table 47, it can be seen that there was a slight negative 
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corre lation between the amount of family and operator labor and the amoun t 
of labor hired . Also the number of beef cows appeared not t o be associated 
with the amount of labor hired for any farm type . 
Grain Farms 
Thr ee- h undr ed- t hir ty- t wo farms fel l within this classificat ion. The 
average s ize of these farms was 435 acres with 385 t illable . There was 
little or no lives t ock r aised on these farms. The aver age annual labor 
useage on these farms was 15 . 3 months with the operator accounting fo r 11. 4 
months , hired labor 3 . 3 months and family labor 0 . 6 months . 
In Table 47 i t was shown that the gross value of crops , total working 
asse ts , and the number of cattle sold appea red to be significantly cor r e-
la t ed with t he amount of labor hired . These three variables wil l now be 
ana l yzed in greater de tail . Table 48 s hows the relation of the gross value 
of crops produced to the amount of labor hi red , Table 49 considers total 
working asse ts , and Table 50 treats the number of cattle sold . 
The gr oss value of cr ops raised appear s to be associated with the 
months of labor hired at l east to the $50 , 000 level . Prior to this l evel 
there can be seen a decrease in the percentage of farms that do not hire any 
labor and an ext ension of some farms i nto the range of 12 months of labor 
or more hired . Above the $50 , 000 level the trend is not nearl y as apparent 
eithe r because of the small numbers of farms at these levels or this may be 
an i ndication of t he s ubstitution of capi t al for labor on larger farms . 
The to t a l working assets which include mos tly the machinery used on 
these farms show a trend quite similar t o the gross value of crops . Up t o 
the $30 , 000 level there appears to be a trend t oward a larger amount of 
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labor hired as the value of working assets increases . Beyond this level 
there is again a breakdown in this trend due to smaller numbers or capital 
labor substitution on these farms. 
The correlation of the number of catt le sold with the months of labor 
hired comes from the fact that, of those 40 farms that hired 10 or more 
months of labor, only 9 did not feed any cattle . This would seem to indi-
cate that a large portion of the farms maintained a small livestock enter-
prise to utilize excess labor not required for cr op production . 
Specialized Beef Feeding Farms 
One-hundred-twenty-three farms were of this type. These fanns had an 
average of 459 total acres and 398 rotated acres . They also fed out an 
average of 418 cattle . The average annual labor usage on t hese fanns was 
19.8 months, 12 months of which were operator labor, 6 . 6 months of hired 
labor and 0 . 7 months of famil y labor. 
In Table 47 it was shown that the gross value of crops , total wo rking 
assets , and the number of cattle sold appeared to be significantly corre-
lated with the amount of labor hired. These three variables will now be 
examined in more detail. Table 51 shows the relation of the gross value of 
crops produced to the amount of labor hired , Table 52 treats the total 
working assets and Table 53 considers the number of cattle sold . 
The gross value of crops raised appeared very closely correlated with 
the amount of labor hired . This is due in part t o the fact that all crops 
raised were fed to livestock so that as the amount of crops increased, so 
did the number of catt le fed. 
The value of total working assets which , in this instance , included 
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both machinery and livestock equipment, also showed a very definite trend 
of increased labor hirings with increased value of assets. 
The number of cat tle sold also shows this definite trend with none of 
the smaller farms employing large amounts of labor and very few of the 
larger farms hiring no labor . This again is associated with the fact that 
crop acreage increased with the number of cattle sold . 
Speciali zed Hog Farms 
The average acreage of these farms was 313 total acres and 277 r otated 
acres indicating that these farms are somewhat smaller than the types con-
sidered previously. They farrowed, on the average , 96 litters of pigs and 
finished out 787 hogs per year . Total annual labor usage was 16 . 9 months . 
Of the t o tal, operator l abor accounted for 12 months , hired labor 3 . 7 
months and f amily labor 0 . 9 months. Altogether 242 farms fell within this 
categor y . 
In Table 47 it was shown that the gross value of crops , the total 
working assets, the number of hogs sold, and the litters of pigs farrowed 
appear ed to be significantly correlated with the amoun t of labor hired. 
The first three of these variables will now be examined in more detail . The 
fourth, litters of pigs farrowed , will not be examined because of its close 
association with the number of hogs sold on farms of this type . Table 54 
shows the relation of the gross value of crops to the months of labor hired , 
Table 55 considers the value of total working assets and Table 56 treats the 
number of hogs sold . 
The gross value of crops appear to increase with labor hirings up to 
the $50 , 000 level. Beyond this l evel t he number of fanns are again small 
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but there does not appear t o be any trend t owards even larger amounts of 
labor hi red. 
It would appear that at all levels of total working assets , t he amount 
of labor hired is associated with it . An examination of percentages down a 
column indica t e that they are decreasing for the ranges of zero to 3 months 
of labor hired and increasing for the ranges of 10 months of labor and mor e . 
The number of hogs sold also appear s to be correlated with the amount 
of labor hired at all levels . This may be somewhat misleading however, 
because the largest number of farmers fell in the highest category and 
hence were not evenly distributed over the table. 
Specialized Dairy Farms 
The average acreage of these farms was 260 acres with 208 rotated 
acres . This would indicate that these farms ar e much smaller than the 
ave r age . There were an average of 42 cows milked on these farms with very 
few other enterprises i ndicating that these farms were quite specialized in 
dairy production. The t otal annual labor utilized was 17 . 7 months, 13.3 of 
which was operator labor , 3 . 2 hired labor, and 1 . 4 months of family labor . 
From this it can be seen that these farms relied much more heavily on 
ope r a t or and family labor than did other farm types . 
In Table 47 it was shown that the gross value of crops , number of dairy 
cows and number of cat tle sold appeared to be significantly correlated with 
the amount of l abor hired. The first two of these will now be examined in 
more detail. Although the number of cattle sold was correlated , from the 
stated criteria, cattle feeding was not allowed. Therefore it would seem a 
logical conclusion t hat the cattle sold were animals no t needed in the dairy 
109 
herd such as young bull calves, etc . and hence closely related to the 
number of dairy cows . Table 57 considers the relation of the gross value of 
crops with months of labor hired and Table 58 treats the number of dairy 
cows . 
The gross value of crops appears correlated if we examine the amount 
of labor hired to accumulate 75 percent of the total at each value level . 
At $10 , 000, 75 percent hired 3 months or less of labor but at $30 , 000 the 
range must be extended to 15 months of labor to encompass 75 percenL of the 
total. 
The number of dairy cows shows a definite relationship with the amoun t 
of labor hired . The major portion of the smaller farme r s hired 3 months 
or less and none of the large producers hir ed less than 4 months . 
Hog-Beef Farms 
There were 951 farms in this category . The average total acreage of 
these farms was 397 acres with 335 rotated acres . TI1ese farms f a rrowed, on 
the average, 60 litters of pigs , sold 504 hogs and fed out 197 cattle . Of 
the 18. 4 total months of labor used, 12 . 5 months were operator labor, 7. 5 
months hired labor and 0.9 months family labor . 
In Table 47 it was shown that the following variables appeared to be 
significantly correlated with the amount of labor hired; gross value of 
crops , value of total working assets , n umber of cattle sold, an<l the number 
of hogs sold . These four variables will now be examined in more detail . 
Table 59 considers the relation of the gross value of crops t o the months 
of labor hired, Table 60 treats the value of total working assets, Table 61 
considers the number of cattle sold and Table 62 examines the number of 
T
ab
le
 
57
. 
G
ro
ss
 v
a
lu
e
 
o
f 
cr
o
p
s 
v
s
. 
m
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
e
d
 
on
 
sp
e
c
ia
li
z
e
d
 d
a
ir
y 
fa
rm
s 
M
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
e
d
 
T
o
ta
l 
%
 
D
o
ll
ar
s 
0 
1
-3
 
4-
6 
7
-9
 
1
0
-1
2
 
1
3
-1
5
 
1
6
-1
8
 
19
-2
1 
22
 
+
 
(N
) 
9
,9
99
 
o
r 
41
. 2
 
35
.3
 
17
.6
 
5
.9
 
1
00
.0
 
le
ss
 
(1
7)
 
10
,0
00
-
36
.1
 
47
.2
 
5
.6
 
5
.6
 
2
.8
 
2
.8
 
10
0
.0
 
19
,9
99
 
(3
6
) 
20
,0
0
0
-
4
0
.0
 
13
. 3
 
3
3
.3
 
6
.7
 
6
. 7
 
10
0
.0
 
29
,9
9
9 
(1
5)
 
30
,0
00
-
66
. 7
 
3
3
.3
 
10
0
.0
 
39
,9
99
 
(3
) 
.....
. 
.....
. 
0 
40
,0
00
-
50
.0
 
5 0
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
49
,9
99
 
(2
) 
To
ta
l 
35
.6
 
38
.4
 
13
. 7
 
4
.1
 
4
.1
 
1
.4
 
2
.8
 
10
0
.0
 
(7
3)
 
T
ab
le
 
5
8
. 
N
um
be
r 
o
f 
d
a
ir
y
 
co
w
s 
v
s.
 
m
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
e
d
 
on
 s
p
e
c
ia
li
z
e
d
 d
a
ir
y
 
fa
rm
s 
M
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
e
d
 
N
um
be
r 
T
o
ta
l 
%
 
o
f 
co
w
s 
0 
1
-3
 
ii
-6
 
7-
9 
10
-1
2
 
1
3
-1
5
 
1
6
-1
8
 
1
9
-2
1
 
22
 
+ 
(N
) 
1
0
-2
4
 
50
.0
 
37
.5
 
1
2
.5
 
10
0
.0
 
(8
) 
25
-
34
 
37
.0
 
55
.6
 
3
.7
 
3
. 7
 
10
0
.0
 
(2
7)
 
3
5
-4
4
 
4
6
.7
 
3
3
.3
 
2
0
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
5
) 
4
5
-5
4
 
33
.3
 
22
.2
 
1
1
.1
 
1
1
.1
 
22
.2
 
10
0
.0
 
(9
) 
I-
' 
I-
' 
I-
' 
55
-
64
 
3
3
.3
 
1
6
. 
7 
33
.3
 
16
.7
 
10
0
.0
 
(6
) 
65
-
74
 
5
0
.0
 
25
.0
 
25
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
(4
) 
75
 
+ 
2
5
.0
 
25
.0
 
50
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
(4
) 
T
o
ta
l 
35
.6
 
3
8
.4
 
13
. 7
 
4
.1
 
4
.1
 
1
. 4
 
2
.8
 
10
0
.0
 
( 7
3)
 
T
ab
le
 5
9
. 
G
ro
ss
 
va
lu
e
 
o
f 
c
ro
p
s 
v
s
. 
m
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
e
d
 
on
 
ho
g-
b
ee
f 
fa
rm
s 
M
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
bo
r 
h
ir
ed
 
T
o
ta
l 
%
 
Do
ll
a
rs
 
0 
1-
3 
4-
6 
7
-9
 
1
0
-1
2 
1
3-
1
5 
16
-1
8 
19
-2
1
 
22
 
+ 
(N
) 
9
,9
99
 
o
r 
74
.4
 
23
.3
 
2
.3
 
10
0
.0
 
le
ss
 
(4
3)
 
10
,0
0
0
 
-
46
.6
 
40
.6
 
6
.8
 
1
. 5
 
3
.8
 
0
.8
 
10
0
.0
 
19
,9
99
 
(2
66
) 
20
,0
00
 
-
22
.9
 
43
.0
 
1
4
.9
 
5
.9
 
8
.7
 
2
.2
 
o
.6
 
0
.3
 
1
. 5
 
10
0
.0
 
2
9
,9
9
9
 
(3
23
) 
30
,0
00
 
-
1
2
.3
 
25
.8
 
22
.1
 
9
.8
 
1
3
.5
 
9
.8
 
2
.5
 
2
.5
 
1
. 8
 
10
0
.0
 
39
,9
99
 
(1
63
) 
40
,0
00
 
-
5
.9
 
14
.1
 
1
1
. 8
 
9
.4
 
2
0
.0
 
20
.0
 
9
.4
 
1
. 2
 
8
.
3 
10
0
.0
 
.....
. 
~
 
49
,9
99
 
(8
5
) 
tv
 
50
,0
00
 
-
10
.3
 
7
. 7
 
2
0
.5
 
10
.3
 
2
3
.1
 
17
.9
 
2
.6
 
2
.6
 
5
.2
 
10
0
.0
 
59
,9
99
 
(3
9)
 
60
,0
00
 
-
8
.7
 
1
7
.4
 
8
.7
 
8
. 7
 
4
.3
 
17
.4
 
34
.7
 
10
0
.0
 
69
,9
99
 
(2
3
) 
70
,0
00
 
-
33
.3
 
3
3
.3
 
33
.3
 
10
0
.0
 
79
,9
99
 
(3
) 
80
,0
00
 
-
50
.0
 
so
.a
 
10
0
.0
 
89
,9
99
 
(2
) 
90
,0
00
 +
 
5
0
.0
 
50
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
(4
) 
T
o
ta
l 
27
.2
 
3
3
.2
 
1
3
. 2
 
5
.4
 
9
.6
 
5
.5
 
1
. 8
 
1
. 2
 
3
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
(9
5
1)
 
T
ab
le
 
60
. 
V
al
ue
 
o
f 
to
ta
l 
w
or
ki
n
g 
a
ss
e
ts
 
v
s
. 
m
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
e
d
 
on
 h
o
g
-b
e
e
f 
fa
rm
s 
M
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
l1
ir
ed
 
T
o
ta
l 
%
 
D
o
ll
a
rs
 
0 
1
-3
 
4-
6 
7-
9 
1
0
-1
2
 
1
3-
1
5 
1
6
-1
8
 
1
9
-2
1 
22
 
+ 
(N
) 
4
,9
9
9
 
o
r 
6
3
.6
 
2
9
.5
 
2
.3
 
2
.3
 
2
.3
 
10
0
.0
 
le
ss
 
(4
4
) 
5
,0
00
 
-
47
.2
 
40
.0
 
6
.7
 
.6
 
2
.2
 
2
.2
 
0
.6
 
0
.6
 
10
0
.0
 
9
,9
99
 
(1
8
0
) 
1
0
,0
00
 
-
26
.6
 
43
.6
 
1 3
.3
 
5
.0
 
7
.1
 
1
. 7
 
2
.1
 
0
.8
 
10
0
.0
 
14
,9
9
9
 
(2
4
1
) 
15
,0
00
 
-
2
6
.2
 
30
.4
 
16
.8
 
7
.9
 
10
.7
 
4
.2
 
1
. 4
 
0
.5
 
1
. 9
 
10
0
.0
 
1
9
,9
9
9 
(2
1
4
) 
2
0
,0
0
0
 
-
8
.1
 
30
.1
 
2
2
.0
 
6
.5
 
16
. 3
 
1
2
.2
 
1
. 6
 
0
.8
 
2
.4
 
10
0
.0
 
2
4
,9
9
9
 
(1
23
) 
.....
. 
.....
. 
w
 
2
5
,0
00
 
-
1
4
.5
 
1
7
.4
 
1
1
. 6
 
10
.1
 
15
.9
 
14
.5
 
2
.9
 
10
.1
 
2
.8
 
1
0
0
.0
 
2
9
,9
9
9 
(6
9
) 
3
0
,0
00
 
-
1
1
. 4
 
22
.9
 
1
7
.1
 
25
.7
 
1
1
.4
 
5
.7
 
5
.8
 
10
0
.0
 
34
,9
99
 
(3
5)
 
3
5
,0
0
0
 
-
10
.0
 
10
.0
 
5
.0
 
1
0
.0
 
20
.0
 
2
0
.0
 
5
.0
 
20
.0
 
1
0
0
.0
 
39
,9
99
 
(2
0
) 
4
0
,0
0
0
 
-
1
1
.1
 
22
.2
 
22
.2
 
1
1
.1
 
11
.1
 
2
2
.2
 
10
0
.0
 
44
,9
99
 
(9
) 
45
,0
00
 +
 
6
.3
 
6
.3
 
6
.3
 
6
.3
 
12
.5
 
6
.3
 
6
.3
 
50
.0
 
1
0
0
.0
 
(1
6
) 
T
o
ta
l 
27
.2
 
3
3
.2
 
13
. 2
 
5
. l
+
 
9
.6
 
5
.5
 
1
. 8
 
1
.2
 
3
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
(9
5
1)
 
T
ab
le
 
61
. 
N
um
be
r 
of
 
ca
tt
l~
 
so
ld
 v
s
. 
m
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
e
d
 
on
 
h
o
g
-b
ee
f 
fa
rm
s 
H
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
ed
 
N
um
b
e
r 
o
f 
T
o
ta
l 
%
 
ca
tt
le
 
so
ld
 
0 
1-
3 
4-
6 
7-
9 
10
-1
2
 
13
-1
5 
1
6
-1
8
 
19
-2
1
 
22
 
+
 
(N
) 
0 
1
1
. l
 
44
.4
 
22
.2
 
1
1
.1
 
1
1
. l
 
1
0
0
.0
 
(9
) 
1-
99
 
43
.3
 
36
.2
 
8
.3
 
3
.1
 
6
.3
 
1
. 4
 
0
.3
 
l.
 2
 
10
0
.0
 
(3
51
) 
10
0
-1
99
 
23
.9
 
39
.3
 
16
.2
 
5
.9
 
7
.4
 
3
.7
 
0
.7
 
1
.5
 
l.
 5
 
10
0
.0
 
(2
 7
2)
 
20
0-
29
9 
15
. 8
 
37
.4
 
17
.3
 
3
.6
 
9
.4
 
10
. 8
 
2
.9
 
2
.9
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
39
) 
30
0
-
39
9 
16
.2
 
18
.9
 
14
.9
 
12
.2
 
2
1
.6
 
6
.8
 
5
.4
 
l.
 4
 
2
.8
 
10
0
.0
 
I-
' 
(7
4)
 
.....
.. 
~
 
40
0-
49
9 
4
.9
 
12
.2
 
1
7
.1
 
9
.8
 
1
7
.1
 
14
.6
 
4
.9
 
4
.9
 
1
4
.6
 
10
0
.0
 
(4
1
) 
50
0
-5
99
 
1 1
. 8
 
11
. 8
 
17
.6
 
23
.5
 
23
.5
 
5
.9
 
5
.9
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
7)
 
60
0
-6
99
 
16
.7
 
1
1
.1
 
22
.2
 
5
.6
 
1
1
. l
 
16
.7
 
5
.6
 
5
.6
 
5
.6
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
8)
 
70
0
-7
99
 
8
.3
 
1
6
. 7
 
8
.3
 
25
.0
 
8
.3
 
33
.4
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
2)
 
80
0 
+ 
11
.1
 
38
.9
 
22
.2
 
11
. l
 
5
.6
 
11
. 2
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
8)
 
To
ta
l 
27
.2
 
33
.2
 
1
3
.2
 
5
.4
 
9
.6
 
5
.5
 
1
. 8
 
1
.2
 
3
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
(9
5
1)
 
T
ab
le
 
62
. 
N
um
be
r 
o
f 
h
o
g
s 
so
ld
 
v
s
. 
m
o
n
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
e
d
 
on
 
h
o
g
-b
ee
f 
fa
rm
s 
-
-
-
-
-
-
~1
on
th
s 
o
f 
la
b
o
r 
h
ir
e
d
 
~u
mb
er
 o
f 
T
o
ta
l 
%
 
h
o
g
s 
so
ld
 
0 
1-
3 
4-
6 
7-
9 
10
-
12
 
13
-
15
 
16
-1
8
 
19
-2
] 
22
 
+
 
(~
) 
0 
25
.0
 
25
.0
 
2
5
.0
 
25
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
(4
) 
1-
99
 
32
.1
 
46
.4
 
14
.3
 
3
.6
 
3
.6
 
10
0
.0
 
(2
0)
 
10
0
-1
99
 
41
. 9
 
32
.3
 
9
. 7
 
3
.2
 
6
.5
 
6
.5
 
10
0
.0
 
(9
3)
 
20
0-
29
9 
39
.2
 
41
. 9
 
10
. 8
 
2
.0
 
4
.1
 
0
.7
 
1
.4
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
48
) 
30
0-
39
9 
34
.5
 
41
. 4
 
12
.4
 
3
.4
 
4
.8
 
1
. 4
 
0
.7
 
1
. 
4 
10
0
.0
 
t-
' 
(1
45
) 
t-
' 
V
I 
40
0-
49
9 
23
.6
 
41
. 4
 
17
.1
 
3
.6
 
7
.1
 
4
.3
 
1
.4
 
1
. 4
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
40
) 
50
0-
59
9 
26
.5
 
3
1
. 6
 
19
. 7
 
6
.8
 
9
.4
 
1
. 
7 
2
.6
 
1
. 8
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
1
7
) 
60
0-
69
9 
14
.3
 
30
.0
 
15
. 7
 
10
.0
 
11
. 4
 
7 
.1
 
4.
3 
4
.3
 
2
.8
 
10
0
.0
 
(7
0
) 
70
0-
79
9 
15
.5
 
20
. 7
 
3
.4
 
1
2
.1
 
24
.1
 
15
.5
 
1
. 
7 
10
.2
 
1
0
0
, I
) 
(5
8)
 
80
0 
+ 
12
.8
 
14
.9
 
1
2
.8
 
8
.8
 
1
8
.9
 
13
.5
 
6
.1
 
3
.4
 
8
.8
 
10
0
.0
 
(1
48
) 
T
o
ta
l 
27
.2
 
33
.2
 
13
.2
 
5
.4
 
9
.6
 
5
.5
 
1
. 8
 
1
. 2
 
3
.0
 
10
0
.0
 
(9
51
) 
116 
hogs sold . 
Al l of these variables show a very definite correlation with the 
amount of labor hired because of the large size of the sample and because 
of t he i nterr elationship 0£ the variables to each other . The gr oss value 
o( c rops appears correlated at all but t he very highest levels . 
The value 0£ t o t al wor king asse t s which in thls cas e might con t a in a 
sizeable amoun t of livestock equipment as well as field machinery , also 
shows a s trong corr elation at a ll levels . An examinat ion of t he percentage 
for any column indicates that the highest percentage for any co lumn moves 
down as the amount of labor hired increases . 
Though the number of catt l e sold was correlat ed , the wide dispe rs ion 
can be explained by the fac t that some farmers [ceding small numbers of 
cattle had large hog operations and hence hLrcd l a rge r amount of labor . The 
same, though opposi t e , conclusion can be drawn Ior the numbe r of hogs sold . 
Hog-Dairy Farms 
The ave r age t otal acreage of these farms was 286 acres with 236 
rotated . 1110ugh somewhat larger than specialized dairy farms , these farms 
were still small when compared t o other types. On the average , these farms 
fa rrowed 45 litters of pigs , sol d 352 hogs, ruld milked 30 cows . Of the 17 . 9 
total months 0£ labor used, operator labor accounted for 12 . 5 months , hired 
labor 3 . 9 months and family labor 1. 5 months . Altogether 159 farms were of 
this type . 
In Table 47 iL was shown that the gross value of c rops , t otal working 
assets , and the number of dairy cows appeared t o be corre lated with the 
amount of labor hired . These three variables will now be conside red in 
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g rea ce r de tail. TabJe 63 treats the gross value of c r ops , Table 64 the 
value of total working assets and Table 65 considers t he number of dairy 
cows . 
The cor r elation of the gross value of crops with the months of labor 
hired can be seen by looking at the accumulated percentage for each level 
of value of crops. At t he lowest level , 75% of the fa rms hired no labor. 
However, at the $30 ,000 l evel, farms hiring as high as 16 months of labor 
had to be included in order to encompass 75% of the total . 
The value of total working assets is correlated with the amount of 
labor hired at all levels . 
The number of dairy cows appears somewhat less corre l a t ed . Some far -
mers with smaller dairy lterds had larger hog operations and hence utilized 
mo re labor t han ot hers . 
Summary 
This chap t er considered the correlation of the amount of labor hired 
with r elated farm variables . Produc t moment correlation coefficients were 
first developed between the far m type and a l arge nwnber of variables. From 
this table , those variables s hown to be signi ficant in exp l aining the amoun t 
of labor hired for each farm type were selected for a more detailed con-
sideration . 
The farms considered ranged in size f rom 435 acres fo r grain farms to 
a low of 260 acres fo r specialized dairy farms . Each farm specialized in 
one or a limited number of lives t ock enterprises with the exception of 
grain farms which kept few livestock . 
On all far ms tlt e gr oss value of cr ops produced was shown to be an 
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import ant variable in explaining the amount of labor hired . Even though 
many farms had large livestock herds , the larger he rds were usually 
associated with larger land bases . 
The value of to tal working asse ts also was correlated for farms of all 
t ypes . The working assets include mainly the cropping machinery and live-
stock equipment on the farm . As a r esult , as the farm and l abo r needs of 
the farm increased t he value of t he working assets increased also . 
The other items correlated were Lhe livestock activi ties pe rt inent t o 
t he particular farm type being discussed . 
It is possible to unde r stand the corre lation of these items on all 
farms by realizing that labor is generally not hired by the farmer to per-
form one particular task . This is especially true of full-time laborers . 
Even though a full-t ime man was working on a specialized beef feedjng farm , 
he did nol spend all of his time wo rki ng with livest:ock . Muell of iL was 
probably spent on cr opping activities as well . 
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GENERAL SUMMARY 
This study has been concen1ed with determ.ining some of the character-
istics associated with the fa rms and farmers hiring labor in Iowa and some 
of the characteristics of the employees themselves . 
Three approaches were used: 1) a mail survey of the members of the 
Iowa Farm Business Association , 2) personal interviews with employers and 
employees and 3) record analysis of specialized farms in the Iowa Farm 
Business Association . 
Among four variables considered separately in determining character-
istics of farms hiring labor, the size of the farm in acres appeared to be 
most useful. The economic area the farm was located in, the farm type, and 
the amount of family labor available did not appear highly important as 
indicators of the amount of labor hired on a particular farm. 
The analysis of specialized farms also indicated that size indicators 
rather than location or type were most important . Over all of the spe-
cialized fann types consider ed , there were no great differences in the 
average total months of labor hired . For each farm type considered the 
items most highly correlated with the amount of labor hired were the value 
of crops grown , the value of total working assets and the particular live-
s tock activities on that farm . It would be very difficult to pick one or 
two variables as most important in determining the amount of labor hired ; 
rather this is the result of the interaction of several variables and this 
study was not designed to determine how t hese various factors were inter-
ac ting vith one another . 
For the most part, farmers were still paying their full-time men in the 
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traditional manner of a cash wage plus a house, some farm produce , and 
health or accident insurance with possibly a bonus at the end of the year . 
The cash wages paid Lo the majority ranged from $350- $450 with some tendency 
in the southwest part of Iowa to pay a somewhat lower wage of from $299 -
$350 . There was, however , no difference detected over different farm t ypes . 
Fringe benefits were valued at $900 or greater for the majority . Bonuses 
given were, in most cases , less than $300 . The total annual payments to 
employees ranged from $4500 to $7000 . The difference in a large number of 
cases resulted from the fringe benefi t s provided being valued at diffe r ent 
levels even though the number of benefits p rovided were the same . 
On the aver age , part-time employees were paid a wage of $1. 50-$1. 74 
and indications were that the most popular wage was $1 . 50 . There was a 
tendency to pay lower wages on some farm types and i n certain economic 
areas but no really large differences were uncovered. 
The employers surveyed through the mail were asked to indicate how high 
wages for part-time and f ull-time employees could go before forcing them to 
reduce the amount they would hire . The response to this portion of the 
questionnaire was quite low. This would seem to indicat e that most farmers 
do not make a conscious effort t o determine the productivity of labor on 
their farms . As a result, many cannot determine at what wage level they 
would begin to r educe the amount of labor hired . 
None theless , those who did respond indicat ed that part-time Jabor had 
r eached the highest level it could . They said that $1. 50- $1. 74 was the 
mosL they could pay and this value was also the acL ual amoun t being paJd by 
most employe r s . Two dollars pe r hour was Lhe wage at which most emp] oyers 
indicated they would reduce their part-time labor hirings by 25 percenL . 
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The demand for full- time employees ap peared much more stable, espe-
cially for those farms of larger size in acres . Though the most popular 
wage was $300- $349 , the indicated highest cash wage payable was $400 or 
more on the majority of farms . On farms of large size in acres , respondents 
indicated cash wages would have to reach $500 or more to force a 25 percent 
reduction in the amount of full- time labor they would hire. 
Most employees were rated as semi- skilled when given a choice of four 
skill levels ranging from unskilled to supervisory . A semi- ski l led person 
was defined as a person who dld work such as plowing , disking, or operating 
mechanical feeding equipment. While this definition may not agree with 
other definitions of the abilities of a semi- skilled individual , it does 
indicate the level of work done by most men . Those employees int e rviewed 
personally were rated as skilled, however they were determined n ot to be 
representative of most full-time men . 
Most employers were operating units of such size that there was no 
need to delegate r esponsibility for management decisions to their men . And 
indeed , as pointed out, when employers were asked to indicate which char-
acteristics they would like to have in the full - time men they hire, very 
few were interested in an employee's ability to supervise . The character-
istics most desired were mainly in the area of developing a competence in 
their work . The abilities to reason and make decisions , follow directions, 
operate equipment, and to handle lives tock were deemed most important. 
Thls lack of interest in the employee as a supervisor can be seen also 
i n the competence or s upervision level employers gave their full-time men . 
Most employees were assigned several jobs at once with very few g iven an 
area of work and then hel<l responsible for it . 
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The most common source used by farmers to obtain labor was that of 
pe r sonal contact either with the employee directly or indirectly from neigh-
bors . Farmers find that this informal method is often the most efficien t 
way to locate available labor . TI1iS is especially true f or finding part-
time laborers . However, because of the scar city of full-time farm laborers , 
often times they cannot be found locally and farmers will then go to such 
sour ces as the Iowa State Employment Service or place an ad in a statewide 
newspaper . 
The aspirations of full- time farm workers as gleaned from personal 
interviews with them was that most of them were entirely contented with 
their present employment. They were doing what they wanted to do at a wage 
they thought adeq uate and had no desire to change . Judging from the known 
amount of turnovers of full-time la!Jore r s on Iowa farms , these men were not 
a representative sample . They do, however , point up some of the vital 
prequisites of a contented farm laborer . Paramount among these is a liking 
for the work and the employer and satisfaction with the pay. 
Finally , what do the results indicate about the future of farm labor 
in Iowa? It would appear that as the number of farms in Iowa continues to 
decrease and their size continues to increase , there will be an increased 
percentage of farms employing full-time l aborers , with a decrease in the 
amount of part-time labor utilized . 
If we can look at those farmers who are members of the Iowa Farm 
Bus iness Associations as being an indication of future trends, then it 
would appear that cropping activities will remain in association with live-
stock activities on the same farm. The farms, though increasing in size , 
will not employ over two or three men including the operator or operators 
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who will be pr oviding labor as well as management . This has implications 
for the training of potential employees from two standpoints . 
First , potential employees must be provided with skills i n more than 
one ar ea of the farming operation. An employee is going to have to know 
more than j us t how to operate a tractor or livestock feeding equipment. He 
will be required to be able to work at a variety of different activities on 
the far m. 
Secondly , the employer will not be interested in the employee ' s abi lity 
to s upervise the work of other s . If t he f uture farm is going to employ on ly 
the operator and one or two full-time employees , there is no need to train 
a man to supervise . This job will be left up to the emp loyer. 
In s ummary, it would appea r that future employees will need to be 
technically compe t ent in a variety of crop and livestock skills with les s 
emphasis upon the more s ubjective trait of ability to supervise . 
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APPENDIX A 
I Economics East Hail 
130 
Cooperative Extension Service 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Ames, lowo 50010 
Dear Farm Business Association Cooperator: 
July 3, 1968 
We need your assistance in obtaining information relative to the 
manpower needs of Iowa farmers. This information will be invaluable 
to us in determining how muc h labor farmers are going to be needing 
in the future and the types of training needed for these jobs . We 
feel that by contacting the Farm Business Association coope r ators we 
are obta ining i nformation from the more progressive farmers i n Iowa who 
will be setting the trend of future l abor hirings . 
Will you please complete t he enclosed questionnaire and return it 
to our office at you r earliest convenience . 
A r eturn envelope that needs no postage is enclosed . 
We will report back t o you a summary of our findings. Your co-
operation will be greatly appreciated. Thank you . 
Sincerely, 
Extension Economist 
HBH:mw 
/olVQ Stale Umuers1f}• and U. S Deparlmml o/ llgnculture coopuahng 
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Hired Fann Labor Survey 
I . Farm Business Organiza tion: 
A. I s th is a partnership? Corporation? __ _ 
IL Total acres owned r £>ntcd ; farmed ---c. If you rent, check which l ease arrangement best describes yours 
cash ; c rop- s hare __ ; livestock- share other ( s pecify) 
II . Family Farm Labor: 
Complete the foll011ing tables for various family members who 
worked on the farm . Include only members who worked 10 or more days 
at productive farm tasks . Children over 18 year s of age and not in 
college or trade school wilJ be defined as hired labor and not in-
cluded in this section. Full time is defined as continuous work for 
most of one season (approximately 3 months) . 
Fi r st name 
Type of 
Labor (check) 
Full- Part-
Seasons ~forked 
(check which) 
Spring Summer Fall Wint er 
of family Days Total cash 
wage paid __ m_em_b_e_r _ Age Worked 
l. Operator 
time time 
$ 
2 . -----J . -----4. -----
5 . 
III. Sources of Hired Labor: 
IV . 
If you now have a hi red man indicate which of the following 
sour ces you used t o find him . If you do not have a hired man indi-
cate which source you would first use to find one . 
l. Hiring away from neighboring farme r 
--- 2. Placing an ad in a local paper 
--- 3. Placing an ad in national or regional farm magazine 
4. Contacting the County Extension Office 
___ 5 . Contacting the Iowa St ate Emp loyment Off i ce 
6 . Othe r (specify) ---
Parm Labor Prices: 
How high could the price of l abo r 
l . Not r educe the amount 
you would hire? 
Pa rt-t ime : $____per hour 
Full- time : $ __ pe r month 
go and 
2 . Red uce the amount you would 
hire by 25 per cent? 
Par t - time : $ per hour 
Full-time : $____per month 
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V. Characteristics sought in hired labor : 
From the following list check the 3 things you would like to have 
mos t in a hired man . 
__ Ability to reason and make decisions 
__ Ability to follow directions 
__ Ability to operate mechanical 
equipment 
__ Ability 
_Abi lity 
__ Ability 
to handle livestock 
to communicate 
to supervise 
__ Other (specify)------------------------~ 
VI . Hired Labor Information : 
Consider family members as hired labor if they work for a cash 
wage, are over 18 years of age and not in college or trade school. 
Ful l time is defined as continuous employment for one or more seasons 
(approx . 3 months) . Do not include exchange labor or anyone who 
worked for you 10 days or less . 
Fill in the table as it pertains to each laborer hired by you in 
the past year. 
First name of hired laborers 
Answer the following questions as they 
pertain to the laborer s listed on the l . 
right . 
A. General Information : 
1 . Indicate relationship if a 
family member 
2 . Approximate age in years 
J . Pl ace a check mark i f married 
4 . Type of laborer (check which) 
Part-time 
Full-time 
5 . Approximate number of days 
worked on farm 
6 . Seasons of employment (check 
which seasons worked) 
Spring 
Sununer 
Fall 
Winter 
7. For how many years have you hired 
this man 
8 . Wage agreements 
a . Salary 
per hour 
or per month 
b . Bonus paid 
c . Otlter benefits provided 
(check those whi cit apply ) 
Room 
Boar d 
House 
Utili ties 
2. 
$ $== $_ 
3 . 
$_ 
$ $== 
4 . 
$ 
$-
$== 
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Health &/or life ins urance 
Farm produce 
Estimated total cash value 
of all i terns checked $__ $__ $__ $ _ _ 
d. Days of vacation provided 
B. Skill levels of laborers: 
For each laborer hired check the skill level he possessed 
1 . Crop Activities 
a . Unskilled (loading bales, 
scooping grain, etc .) 
b. Semi-skilled (plowing , 
disking, mowing, etc . ) 
c . Skilled (mixing & applying 
chemicals , planting row 
crops, operating combine , 
repairing machinery , etc . ) 
d. Supervisory (assuming 
responsibility for major 
cropping activities) 
2 . Livestock Operations: 
a . Unskilled (hand feeding live-
stock, grinding feed , hauling 
manure, etc.) 
b . Semi-skilled (weighing feed, 
mixing r at ions, operating 
mechanical feeding equip-
ment , etc.) 
c . Skilled (casterat ing animals , 
milking cows , etc.) 
d . Supervisory (selecting breed-
ing stock , responsibility 
for livestock operation) 
C. Competence Levels: 
For each laborer check the amount 
of s upervision which he requires 
1. Given complete freedom to dete rmine 
jobs which need to be done and 
carries ou t these decisions 
2 . Assigned several jobs and left 
to do them 
3 . Assigned one task and when com-
pleted waits for another 
4. Works near or with the operator 
at all times 
5 . Given only menial tasks requiring 
no supervision 
VII . Your comments : (work incentive other than bonuses, etc . ) 
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Employer Questionnaire Farm Labor Survey July 1968 
1 . OPERATIONAL ORGA...'UZATION OF TllE FARM BUSINESS FOR 196 7 
Is your farm business set up as a 
1 . Single proprietorship 
2 . Partnership with one or more relaLives (indicate rt!lation-
ship 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~· 
3 . Partnership with non family member 
4 . Corporation 
II . NATURE OF FARMING ACTIVITIES FOH 196 7 
A . LAND OPERATED 
Indicate the number of acres of the [olJ owing which you h;:id in 
J967 
Owned Rented Total 
Row crops and small grains 
Diver t ed acres 
Llay and r otated pasture 
Permanent pasture 
Other 
B. LI \TES TOCK 
Indicate the following about your livestock operat i.ons [L1r 1967 
Numbe r of bet.!£ cows on hand 12/Jl/67 
II 11 fE!cdcr cattJe m<.lrkeLL'cl i.n L9b7 
II 11 dairy cows on hand 12/JJ/67 
II 11 li t ters of pigs farrowed in 1967 
II 11 hogs ma r keted in 196 7 
II 11 ewes on hand 12/31/67 
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Number of lambs marketed in 1967 
II 11 laying hens on hand 12/31/67 
II " (broilers ) (turkeys ) ma rketed in 1967 
I F RESPO~DENT RENTED LA;'\JD r;~ 196 7 
C . !low many acres did yo u have under the following types of leases : 
1. Cash lease 
2 . Crop share 
3 . Livestock share 
4. Other 
D. Did you have any custom operations performed on your farm in 1967 
Yes No 
IF YES 
Wha t we re they 
1. 
2 . 
J . 
III . EMPLOYER BACKGROUND 
A. How old are yo u? ~~ 
B. How many yea r s of school have you completed? 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
16 
C. Have you had any vocalional or technical training? Yes No 
IF YES 
D. l. What amount and kind of trnining did you rcccivl'? 
2 . What was Lhe <lat~ this trainin g t ook plac~>? 
JJ7 
E. How would you rate yourself as t o aclivity in organizations : 
1. Very aclive 4. Nol active at all 
2 . Fairly ac tive 5 . Nol in any organizations 
J . Medium act ive 
IF RESPONDENT CHECKED 1-3 ABOVI~ J\SK F . 
F . Are you c urren lly an ofUccr or serving on any conuniltees in any 
or ganizations? 
Yes No 
IF YES How m<1ny office and committee positions do you 
hold? 
G. What is your mari t al status : ~farried_ Single_ Divorced_ Widowe r 
IF OTHER TllAN SI NGLE 
* 
* Number of chil dr en living a l home 
Number of cliildr e n l iving ;iw[ty f rom home 
Children going tci school away from home buL returning during vacation 
periods a r'e considered living HL home . 
IV . FARM LABOR SUPPLY 
Indicate the following for people who worked 10 or more days on your 
farm in 1967 . Full-time is defined as continuous employment for 3 
months or longer . 
Year s 
School Type of laborer Days 
Wife Name Age comp . ParL- T. Full-T . \.Je r ked 
Seasons iJorked 
Spring Summer Fall Winter 
2. --------.. , 
Children' 
1. 
2. 
-------
---- ----
*All cl1ildren ove r 18 y r s . age and no t in co l lege or Lr<1de sclwol <mu 
wor k jng for a cash wage ar e to be consider ed hired laborers 
4 . 
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Years 
School Type of laborer Days 
:-\ame Age comp . Part-I . Fu ll-T. Worke<l 
Seasons Wo r ked 
Spring Sununer Fall \.'inter 
Hired Labor ers 
V. WAGE AGREC~IENTS 
A. Indicate the following abou t the wage agreements for childr l:!n as 
listed previously 
\./age Agreement (check those which 
aEEll and es t . value) 
Est . total 
When work Eerformed Enter- cash equil. 
Afte r Week- Summ . No Hourly Pr ofit prise Allow- fo r the 
Child Sch . ends vaca . wage wage shar e s uppo rt *-le ance year 
*-;':.-;'; 
1. $ 
2 . $ 
3 . $ 
4. $ 
s . $ 
~(* 
This cove r s i t ems s uch as 4-11 o r F. F. A. projects etc . 
**'~ 
As per wage agreement and does not include normal parental suppor t 
s uch as housing etc . 
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B. Indicate the following about wage agreements for hired laborers as 
listed previously. 
Other Benefits Provided (check which) 
Cash 
Laborer * wage Bonus Room 
Farm Family Health Est . Cash 
House Util . Produce Insur. Insur . value for yr . 
l. 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
1. 
2 . 
3. 
4 . 
* 
$ $ 
p 
$ $ 
$ $ 
$ $ 
Days vacation 
provided 
Incentives 
Pay increases 
Amount Rate 
$_ 
$_ 
$ 
$_ 
$ ___ _ 
$ ___ _ 
$ _____ _ 
$ _____ _ 
Premiums for high production 
Indicate also if pe r hour, per week, etc . 
VI. \-IORK PERFORHEU 
A. \.Jhich of the following did your wife do in 196 7 and to what ex Lent 
Regular Sometimes Seldom :~ever 
1 . Kept farm records 
2 . Helped with daily chores 
3 . Helped with crop produc tion 
4. Helped with lives tock 
5 . Wo r ked off the farm Part time Full time 
6 . Na ture of of( farm work 
~-------------------
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B. Indicate the skill l evel which the hired l abor e r s as listed 
before possess llired Laborers 
l. 2 . 3 . 4 . 
1. Unskilled (scoops , l oads bales, e t c . ) 
2 . Semi-skilled (plows , disks , e tc . ) 
3 . Skil l ed (plants, combines , etc .) 
4 . Supe rvisory (assumes some management) 
VII. COMPETENCE LEVELS OF ll!REIJ LABORERS 
Indicate which gene r a l level of s upervision you employL<l for each 
labore r as listed previously 
Hi red Laborers 
l. 2 . 3 . 4 . 
1. Given freedom t o determine jobs and do titem 
2 . Assigned several jobs at once 
3 . Assigned one task at a time 
4 . Works only near or with the opera t or 
5 . Given only menial jobs requiring no supervision 
VI l l . EMPLOYER EMPLOYEE RELATIONS II H'S 
Which of the following <lo you employ Lo better relations bet1..reen yuu 
and your employees tu in::;ure Ll1 a t chey will work more e f fic i enlly and 
remain wilh you . 
1. Encourage empl oyee ' s childr en to enter 4-H or F. F. A. \VOrk and 
support their projects. 
2 . Attemp t to integr ate Lhe employee into the community by caking 
him or encouraging him t o go to l ocal affai rs . 
3 . Attempt to interest th~ empl oyee in his work by sending him to 
shor L courses o r t aking him with you to l ocal business an<l 
product promotion meeLings . 
4 . Pr ovi de a means of voicing grievances he may have about work 
rou tine etc . 
5 . /\ttempt t o interest tlt l' employee ' s wife in the operations of t:h~ 
fa r m nnd in tile communi.t y . 
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6 . Allow the man freedom to reques t days of f when requested for a 
specifi c reas on . 
IX . SOURCES OF HIRED HELP 
Wher e would you go fo r help if your present full time m.::m quit . 
1. Hire away from neighbor 
2 . Advertise in l ocal paper 
3 . Advertise in regional or na ti onal farm magazine 
4 . Conlacl Counly Extenslun Office 
5 . Con t act Iowa Slate Emp l oymen t Office 
How did you locate your present man? 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
I would now like to have your conunents as t o how you perceive Lbe fa rm 
labor situation in agr i c ulture and the reasons for s uch a siluation . In 
o ther wor ds , what are the problems here and how can we solve them. Also 
any items which you think a r e important t o consider when hiring and keeping 
a full time man. 
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Employee Ques tionnaire Fann Labor Study July 1968 
County _____ _ 
I. BACKGROUND 
1. llow old a r e you? __ 
2 . a . !!ow many years of school have you completed? 8 9 10 11 12 13 
14 15 16 
b . Have you had any vocational or technical training? Yes No 
IF YES 
c . What was the amounL and kind of Lraining you r eceived? ____ _ 
d . ~!ha t was the date this traini ng took place? 
J . What i s your marital s l atus? Married Singl e_ Divorced Widowed 
IF OTHER THAI.~ SINGLE C0:-1PLETE THE FOLLOWING TABLE 
4 . Family 
a . children 
Live a t 
Marital home* Employed 
Fir st name Age sta Lus+ Yes No Yes No Part-1' . Full-T . Type of work 
1. 
2 . 
3 . 
4. ----
5 . 
6 . 
;~ 
Includes chi ldren going to school away f rom home who return home 
during vaca tion periods . 
+ M- married S - s in gl e D - divorced W - widowed 
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b . Is your wife employed? Yes No 
IF YES 
What type of work does she do? -----------------
Is this work part time or full time ? 
IF PART TIME 
How of Len does she wurk? 
---------------~ 
IF WORKING CITHER PART TIME OR FULL TIME 
How long has she been wo rking there? 
Approximately how much does she earn per year? $ ------
II . PnESENT POSITION 
l. How satisfied are you with your present occupation? 
Very satisfied Dissatisfied 
Sa tisfied Very dissatisfied 
2 . \.Jere you recruited for this position __ or did you apply __ ? 
3 . !low were you recruited or how did you loca te this joh? 
Contacted personally by emp loye r or contacted e~ployer 
personally 
Located t hrough a friend or relative who knew I was looking 
-- for work or who knew of work available 
Answered ad in local paper or placed ad in a local paper 
Answered ad in national or r egional farm magazine or placed 
such an ad 
Contacted th r ough the County Extension Office 
Other 
---------------------~-~ 
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3 . Whac have been the major factors which have contributed to your 
being in your present occupalion? (i . e . like the work, only one 
trained for e t c . ) 
4 . For each of the jobs listed below indicate whether it is performed 
on chis farm and whether you perform it . 
Job 
1. Plowing 
2 . Planting row crops 
3. Cu]livating 
4 . Mowing forage 
5 . Operating baler 
6 . Operating forage harvester 
7. Operating grain combine 
8. Milking cows 
9 . Hand feeding livestock 
10 . Gr inding 
11 . Operating mechanical feeding 
equipment 
12 . Cas Lerating animals 
13 . ~·Jeld fog 
14 . Machin0ry repair such as 
replacing broken parts 
ls it performed? Do you perform it? 
Yes No Yes No 
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S . What type of employer would you mos L like to wurk for? 
One who gives you an area of work and then holds you responoi -
ble for it 
One who assigns severa l tasks and l eaves you t o do them 
One who assigns one task at a time 
One who works near or with you at all times 
111. ASPIRATIONS OF HIRELJ LABORERS 
1. Ar e you working at the occupn l ion you intended to work a l when you 
were in h.igh school? 
Yes No 
a . Wha t occupation did you plan t o enter? 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
b . What facto r s caused you lo change you r mind? 
~~~~~~~~~~-
2 . If you could work at any occupation you wished , what would you be 
doing? 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
J . Are you con lent with your prl>Sent occupation '? 
Yes No 
4 . Are you .in Le r es Led in changing your present occupation? 
Yes No 
IF YES 
What would be your main reasons fo r changing jobs? 
1. 
S . What occupation \·JOuld yo u purs ue? 
~~~~~~~~-
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6 . How would you rank yourself as to activity in organizations? 
1. Very ac tive 4. Not active at all 
2 . Fairly active S. Not in any organizations 
J . Medium active 
7. Would you like to become more active in or ganiza t ions? 
Yes No 
IF YES 
8 . In whicl1 areas : 
School 
Church 
Fraternal 
Community 
Political 
9 . In general what type of a man would you most like to work fo r ? 
10 . If you are not happy with your present wage agreement, what t ype 
of agreement would you like to have? 
